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LETTER OF TRANSMITTAL

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES,
Washington, DC, January 2, 2013.
Hon. KAREN L. Haas,
Clerk of the House of Representatives,
Washington, DC.

DEAR Ms. HaAs: Pursuant to clause 1(d) of rule XI of the Rules
of the House of Representatives, I present herewith the fourth
semiannual report on the activities of the Committee on Armed
Services for the 112th Congress.

Sincerely,
HowaRD P. “Buck” McKEON, Chairman.
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of the Union and ordered to be printed

Mr. McKEON, from the Committee on Armed Services,
submitted the following

REPORT

POWERS AND DUTIES
BACKGROUND

The House Committee on Armed Services, a standing committee
of Congress, was established on January 2, 1947, as a part of the
Legislative Reorganization Act of 1946 (60 Stat. 812), by merging
the Committees on Military Affairs and Naval Affairs. The Com-
mittees on Military Affairs and Naval Affairs were established in
1882. In 1885, jurisdiction over military and naval appropriations
was taken from the Committee on Appropriations and given to the
Committees on Military Affairs and Naval Affairs, respectively.
This practice continued until July 1, 1920, when jurisdiction over
all appropriations was again placed in the Committee on Appro-
priations.

In the 93rd Congress, following a study by the House Select
Committee on Committees, the House passed H. Res. 988, the
Committee Reform Amendments of 1974, to be effective January 3,
1975. As a result of those amendments, the jurisdictional areas of
the Committee on Armed Services remained essentially unchanged.
However, oversight functions were amended to require each stand-
ing committee to review and study on a continuing basis all mat-
ters and jurisdiction of the committee. Also, the Committee on
Armed Services was to review and study on a continuing basis all
laws, programs, and Government activities dealing with or involv-
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ing international arms control and disarmament and the education
of military dependents in school.

The rules changes adopted by the House (H. Res. 5) on January
4, 1977, placed new responsibilities in the field of atomic energy in
the Committee on Armed Services. Those responsibilities involved
the national security aspects of atomic energy previously within the
jurisdiction of the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy. Public Law
95-110, effective September 20, 1977, abolished the Joint Com-
mittee on Atomic Energy.

With the adoption of H. Res. 658 on July 14, 1977, which estab-
lished the House Permanent Select Committee on Intelligence, the
jurisdiction of the Committee on Armed Service over intelligence
matters was changed.

That resolution gave the Permanent Select Committee on Intel-
ligence oversight responsibilities for intelligence and intelligence-
related activities and programs of the U.S. Government. Specifi-
cally, the Permanent Select Committee on Intelligence has exclu-
sive legislative jurisdiction regarding the Central Intelligence
Agency and the director of Central Intelligence, including author-
izations. Also, legislative jurisdiction over all intelligence and intel-
ligence-related activities and programs was vested in the perma-
nent select committee except that other committees with a jurisdic-
tional interest may request consideration of any such matters. Ac-
cordingly, as a matter of practice, the Committee on Armed Serv-
ices shared jurisdiction over the authorization process involving in-
telligence-related activities.

The committee continues to have shared jurisdiction over mili-
tary intelligence activities as set forth in rule X of the Rules of the
House of Representatives.

With the adoption of House rules (H. Res. 5) on January 4, 1995,
the Committee on National Security was established as the suc-
cessor committee to the Committee on Armed Services, and was
granted additional legislative and oversight authority over mer-
chant marine academies, national security aspects of merchant ma-
rine policy and programs, and interoceanic canals. Rules for the
104th Congress also codified the existing jurisdiction of the com-
mittee over tactical intelligence matters and the intelligence re-
lated activities of the Department of Defense.

On January 6, 1999, the House adopted H. Res. 5, rules for the
106th Congress, in which the Committee on National Security was
redesignated as the Committee on Armed Services.

On January 5, 2012, the House adopted H. Res. 5, rules for the
112th Congress, which clarified the Committee on Armed Services
jurisdiction over Department of Defense administered cemeteries.

CONSTITUTIONAL POWERS AND DUTIES

The powers and duties of Congress in relation to national defense
matters stem from Article I, section 8 of the United States Con-
stitution, which provides, among other things that Congress shall
have power:

To raise and support Armies;

To provide and maintain a Navy;

To make rules for the Government and Regulation of the land
and naval Forces;

To provide for calling forth the Militia,
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To provide for organizing, arming, and disciplining, the Militia,
and for governing such Part of them as may be employed in the
Service of the United States;

To exercise exclusive Legislation . . . over all Places purchased
for the Erection of Forts, Magazines, Arsenals, dock-Yards, and
other needful Buildings; and

To make all Laws which shall be necessary and proper for car-
rying into Execution the foregoing Powers.

HOUSE RULES ON JURISDICTION

Rule X of the Rules of the House of Representatives established
the jurisdiction and related functions for each standing committee.
Under the rule, all bills, resolutions, and other matters relating to
subjects within the jurisdiction of any standing committee shall be
referred to such committee. The jurisdiction of the House Com-
mittee on Armed Services, pursuant to clause 1(c) of rule X is as
follows:

(1) Ammunition depots; forts; arsenals; and Army, Navy, and Air
Force reservations and establishments.

(2) Common defense generally.

(3) Conservation, development, and use of naval petroleum and
oil shale reserves.

(4) The Department of Defense generally, including the Depart-
ments of the Army, Navy, and Air Force, generally.

(5) Interoceanic canals generally, including measures relating to
the maintenance, operation, and administration of interoceanic ca-
nals.

(6) Merchant Marine Academy and State Maritime Academies.

(7) Military applications of nuclear energy.

(8) Tactical intelligence and intelligence-related activities of the
Department of Defense.

(9) National security aspects of merchant marine, including fi-
nancial assistance for the construction and operation of vessels,
maintenance of the U.S. shipbuilding and ship repair industrial
base, cabotage, cargo preference, and merchant marine officers and
seamen as these matters relate to the national security.

(10) Pay, promotion, retirement, and other benefits and privi-
leges of members of the Armed Forces.

(11) Scientific research and development in support of the armed
services.

(12) Selective service.

(13) Size and composition of the Army, Navy, Marine Corps, and
Air Force.

(14) Soldiers’ and sailors’ homes.

(15) Strategic and critical materials necessary for the common
defense.

(16) Cemeteries administered by the Department of Defense.

In addition to its legislative jurisdiction and general oversight
function, the Committee on Armed Services has special oversight
functions with respect to international arms control and disar-
mament and the education of military dependents in schools.
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INVESTIGATIVE AUTHORITY AND LEGISLATIVE OVERSIGHT

H. Res. 988 of the 93rd Congress, the Committee Reform Amend-
ments of 1974, amended clause 1(b) of rule XI of the Rules of the
House of Representatives, to provide general authority for each
committee to investigate matters within its jurisdiction. That
amendment established a permanent investigative authority and
relieved the committee of the former requirement of obtaining a re-
newal of the investigative authority by a House resolution at the
beginning of each Congress. H. Res. 988 also amended rule X of the
Rules of the House of Representatives by requiring, as previously
indicated, that standing committees are to conduct legislative over-
sight in the area of their respective jurisdiction, and by estab-
lishing specific oversight functions for the Committee on Armed
Services.

H. Res. 147 was approved by the House on March 17, 2011, and
provided funds for, among other things, committee oversight re-
sponsibilities to be conducted in the 112th Congress. The com-
mittee derives its authority to conduct oversight from, among other
things, clause 2(b)(1) of rule X of the Rules of the House of Rep-
resentatives (relating to general oversight responsibilities), clause
3(b) of rule X (relating to special oversight functions), and clause
1(b) of rule XI (relating to investigations and studies).

COMMITTEE RULES

The committee held its organizational meeting on January 20,
2011, and adopted the following rules governing rules and proce-
dure for oversight hearings conducted by the full committee and its
subcommittees.

(H.A.S.C. 112-1; Committee Print No. 1)

RULE 1. GENERAL PROVISIONS

(a) The Rules of the House of Representatives are the rules of the
Committee on Armed Services (hereinafter referred to in these
rules as the “Committee”) and its subcommittees so far as applica-
ble.

(b) Pursuant to clause 2(a)(2) of rule XI of the Rules of the House
of Representatives, the Committee’s rules shall be publicly avail-
able in electronic form and published in the Congressional Record
not later than 30 days after the chair of the committee is elected
in each odd-numbered year.

RULE 2. FULL COMMITTEE MEETING DATE

(a) The Committee shall meet every Wednesday at 10:00 a.m.,
when the House of Representatives is in session, and at such other
times as may be fixed by the Chairman of the Committee (herein-
after referred to as the “Chairman”), or by written request of mem-
bers of the Committee pursuant to clause 2(c) of rule XI of the
Rules of the House of Representatives.

(b) A Wednesday meeting of the Committee may be dispensed
with by the Chairman, but such action may be reversed by a writ-
ten request of a majority of the members of the Committee.
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RULE 3. SUBCOMMITTEE MEETING DATES

Each subcommittee is authorized to meet, hold hearings, receive
evidence, and report to the Committee on all matters referred to
it. Insofar as possible, meetings of the Committee and its sub-
committees shall not conflict. A subcommittee Chairman shall set
meeting dates after consultation with the Chairman, other sub-
committee Chairmen, and the Ranking Minority Member of the
subcommittee with a view toward avoiding, whenever possible, si-
multaneous scheduling of Committee and subcommittee meetings
or hearings.

RULE 4. JURISDICTION AND MEMBERSHIP OF COMMITTEE
AND SUBCOMMITTEES

(a) Jurisdiction

(1) The Committee retains jurisdiction of all subjects listed
in clause 1(c) and clause 3(b) of rule X of the Rules of the
House of Representatives and retains exclusive jurisdiction for:
defense policy generally, ongoing military operations, the orga-
nization and reform of the Department of Defense and Depart-
ment of Energy, counter-drug programs, security and humani-
tarian assistance (except special operations-related activities)
of the Department of Defense, acquisition and industrial base
policy, technology transfer and export controls, joint interoper-
ability, the Cooperative Threat Reduction program, Depart-
ment of Energy nonproliferation programs, detainee affairs and
policy, intelligence policy, force protection policy and inter-
agency reform as it pertains to the Department of Defense and
the nuclear weapons programs of the Department of Energy.
While subcommittees are provided jurisdictional responsibil-
ities in subparagraph (2), the Committee retains the right to
exercise oversight and legislative jurisdiction over all subjects
within its purview under rule X of the Rules of the House of
Representatives.

(2) The Committee shall be organized to consist of seven
standing subcommittees with the following jurisdictions:

Subcommittee on Tactical Air and Land Forces: All Army,
Air Force and Marine Corps acquisition programs (except Ma-
rine Corps amphibious assault vehicle programs, strategic mis-
siles, space, lift programs, special operations, science and tech-
nology programs, and information technology accounts). In ad-
dition, the subcommittee will be responsible for Navy and Ma-
rine Corps aviation programs, National Guard and Army, Air
Force and Marine Corps Reserve modernization, and ammuni-
tion programs.

Subcommittee on Military Personnel: Military personnel pol-
icy, Reserve Component integration and employment issues,
military health care, military education, and POW/MIA issues.
In addition, the subcommittee will be responsible for Morale,
Welfare and Recreation issues and programs.

Subcommittee on Readiness: Military readiness, training, lo-
gistics and maintenance issues and programs. In addition, the
subcommittee will be responsible for all military construction,
depot policy, civilian personnel policy, environmental policy, in-
stallations and family housing issues, including the base clo-
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sure process, and energy policy and programs of the Depart-
ment of Defense.

Subcommittee on Seapower and Projection Forces: Navy ac-
quisition programs, Naval Reserve equipment, and Marine
Corps amphibious assault vehicle programs (except strategic
weapons, space, special operations, science and technology pro-
grams, and information technology programs), deep strike
bombers and related systems, lift programs, and seaborne un-
manned aerial systems. In addition, the subcommittee will be
responsible for Maritime programs under the jurisdiction of the
Committee as delineated in paragraphs 5, 6, and 9 of clause
1(c) of rule X of the Rules of the House of Representatives.

Subcommittee on Strategic Forces: Strategic weapons (except
deep strike bombers and related systems), space programs, bal-
listic missile defense, national intelligence programs, and De-
partment of Energy national security programs (except non-
proliferation programs).

Subcommittee on Emerging Threats and Capabilities: De-
fense-wide and joint enabling activities and programs to in-
clude: Special Operations Forces; counter-proliferation and
counter-terrorism programs and initiatives; science and tech-
nology policy and programs; information technology programs;
homeland defense and Department of Defense related con-
sequence management programs; related intelligence support;
and other enabling programs and activities to include cyber op-
erations, strategic communications, and information oper-
ations.

Subcommittee on Oversight and Investigations: Any matter
within the jurisdiction of the Committee, subject to the concur-
rence of the Chairman of the Committee and, as appropriate,
affected subcommittee chairmen. The subcommittee shall have
no legislative jurisdiction.

(b) Membership of the Subcommittees

(1) Subcommittee memberships, with the exception of mem-
bership on the Subcommittee on Oversight and Investigations,
shall be filled in accordance with the rules of the Majority par-
ty’s conference and the Minority party’s caucus, respectively.

(2) The Chairman and Ranking Minority Member of the Sub-
committee on Oversight and Investigations shall be filled in ac-
cordance with the rules of the Majority party’s conference and
the Minority party’s caucus, respectively. Consistent with the
party ratios established by the Majority party, all other Major-
ity members of the subcommittee shall be appointed by the
Chairman of the Committee, and all other Minority members
shall be appointed by the Ranking Minority Member of the
Committee.

(83) The Chairman of the Committee and Ranking Minority
Member thereof may sit as ex officio members of all sub-
committees. Ex officio members shall not vote in subcommittee
hearings or meetings or be taken into consideration for the
purpose of determining the ratio of the subcommittees or es-
tablishing a quorum at subcommittee hearings or meetings.

(4) A member of the Committee who is not a member of a
particular subcommittee may sit with the subcommittee and
participate during any of its hearings but shall not have au-
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thority to vote, cannot be counted for the purpose of achieving
a quorum, and cannot raise a point of order at the hearing.

RULE 5. COMMITTEE PANELS AND TASK FORCES

(a) Committee Panels

(1) The Chairman may designate a panel of the Committee
consisting of members of the Committee to inquire into and
take testimony on a matter or matters that fall within the ju-
risdiction of more than one subcommittee and to report to the
Committee.

(2) No panel appointed by the Chairman shall continue in
existence for more than six months after the appointment. A
panel so appointed may, upon the expiration of six months, be
reappointed by the Chairman for a period of time which is not
to exceed six months.

(3) Consistent with the party ratios established by the Ma-
jority party, all Majority members of the panels shall be ap-
pointed by the Chairman of the Committee, and all Minority
members shall be appointed by the Ranking Minority Member
of the Committee. The Chairman of the Committee shall
choose one of the Majority members so appointed who does not
currently chair another subcommittee of the Committee to
serve as Chairman of the panel. The Ranking Minority Mem-
ber of the Committee shall similarly choose the Ranking Mi-
nority Member of the panel.

(4) No panel shall have legislative jurisdiction.

(b) Committee and Subcommittee Task Forces

(1) The Chairman of the Committee, or a Chairman of a sub-
committee with the concurrence of the Chairman of the Com-
mittee, may designate a task force to inquire into and take tes-
timony on a matter that falls within the jurisdiction of the
Committee or subcommittee, respectively. The Chairman and
Ranking Minority Member of the Committee or subcommittee
shall each appoint an equal number of members to the task
force. The Chairman of the Committee or subcommittee shall
choose one of the members so appointed, who does not cur-
rently chair another subcommittee of the Committee, to serve
as Chairman of the task force. The Ranking Minority Member
of the Committee or subcommittee shall similarly appoint the
Ranking Minority Member of the task force.

(2) No task force appointed by the Chairman of the Com-
mittee or subcommittee shall continue in existence for more
than three months. A task force may only be reappointed for
an additional three months with the written concurrence of the
Chairman and Ranking Minority Member of the Committee or
subcommittee whose Chairman appointed the task force.

(3) No task force shall have legislative jurisdiction.

RULE 6. REFERENCE AND CONSIDERATION OF
LEGISLATION

(a) The Chairman shall refer legislation and other matters to the
appropriate subcommittee or to the full Committee.

(b) Legislation shall be taken up for a hearing or markup only
when called by the Chairman of the Committee or subcommittee,
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as appropriate, or by a majority of the Committee or subcommittee,
as appropriate.

(c) The Chairman, with approval of a majority vote of a quorum
of the Committee, shall have authority to discharge a sub-
committee from consideration of any measure or matter referred
thereto and have such measure or matter considered by the Com-
mittee.

(d) Reports and recommendations of a subcommittee may not be
considered by the Committee until after the intervention of three
calendar days from the time the report is approved by the sub-
committee and available to the members of the Committee, except
that this rule may be waived by a majority vote of a quorum of the
Committee.

(e) The Chairman, in consultation with the Ranking Minority
Member, shall establish criteria for recommending legislation and
other matters to be considered by the House of Representatives,
pursuant to clause 1 of rule XV of the Rules of the House of Rep-
resentatives. Such criteria shall not conflict with the Rules of the
House of Representatives and other applicable rules.

RULE 7. PUBLIC ANNOUNCEMENT OF HEARINGS AND
MEETINGS

(a) Pursuant to clause 2(g)(3) of rule XI of the Rules of the House
of Representatives, the Chairman of the Committee, or of any sub-
committee, panel, or task force, shall make a public announcement
of the date, place, and subject matter of any hearing or meeting be-
fore that body at least one week before the commencement of a
hearing and at least three days before the commencement of a
meeting. However, if the Chairman of the Committee, or of any
subcommittee, panel, or task force, with the concurrence of the re-
spective Ranking Minority Member, determines that there is good
cause to begin the hearing or meeting sooner, or if the Committee,
subcommittee, panel, or task force so determines by majority vote,
a quorum being present for the transaction of business, such chair-
man shall make the announcement at the earliest possible date.
Any announcement made under this rule shall be promptly pub-
lished in the Daily Digest, promptly entered into the committee
scheduling service of the House Information Resources, and
promptly made publicly available in electronic form.

(b) At least 24 hours prior to the commencement of a meeting for
the markup of legislation, or at the time of an announcement under
paragraph (a) made within 24 hours before such meeting, the
Chairman of the Committee, or of any subcommittee, panel, or task
force shall cause the text of such measure or matter to be made
publicly available in electronic form as provided in clause 2(g)(4) of
rule XI of the Rules of the House of Representatives.

RULE 8. BROADCASTING OF COMMITTEE HEARINGS AND
MEETINGS

(a) Pursuant to clause 2(e)(5) of rule XI of the Rules of the House
of Representatives, the Committee shall, to the maximum extent
practicable, provide audio and video coverage of each hearing or
meeting for the transaction of business in a manner that allows the
public to easily listen to and view the proceedings. The Committee
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shall maintain the recordings of such coverage in a manner that is
easily accessible to the public.

(b) Clause 4 of rule XI of the Rules of the House of Representa-
tives shall apply to the Committee.

RULE 9. MEETINGS AND HEARINGS OPEN TO THE PUBLIC

(a) Each hearing and meeting for the transaction of business, in-
cluding the markup of legislation, conducted by the Committee, or
any subcommittee, panel, or task force, to the extent that the re-
spective body is authorized to conduct markups, shall be open to
the public except when the Committee, subcommittee, panel, or
task force in open session and with a majority being present, deter-
mines by record vote that all or part of the remainder of that hear-
ing or meeting on that day shall be in executive session because
disclosure of testimony, evidence, or other matters to be considered
would endanger the national security, would compromise sensitive
law enforcement information, or would violate any law or rule of
the House of Representatives. Notwithstanding the requirements of
the preceding sentence, a majority of those present, there being in
attendance no fewer than two members of the Committee, sub-
committee, panel, or task force may vote to close a hearing or meet-
ing for the sole purpose of discussing whether testimony or evi-
dence to be received would endanger the national security, would
compromise sensitive law enforcement information, or would vio-
late any law or rule of the House of Representatives. If the decision
is to proceed in executive session, the vote must be by record vote
and in open session, a majority of the Committee, subcommittee,
panel, or task force being present.

(b) Whenever it is asserted by a member of the Committee or
subcommittee that the evidence or testimony at a hearing may
tend to defame, degrade, or incriminate any person, or it is as-
serted by a witness that the evidence or testimony that the witness
would give at a hearing may tend to defame, degrade, or incrimi-
nate the witness, notwithstanding the requirements of (a) and the
provisions of clause 2(g)(2) of rule XI of the Rules of the House of
Representatives, such evidence or testimony shall be presented in
executive session, if by a majority vote of those present, there being
in attendance no fewer than two members of the Committee or sub-
committee, the Committee or subcommittee determines that such
evidence may tend to defame, degrade, or incriminate any person.
A majority of those present, there being in attendance no fewer
than two members of the Committee or subcommittee may also
vote to close the hearing or meeting for the sole purpose of dis-
cussing whether evidence or testimony to be received would tend
to defame, degrade, or incriminate any person. The Committee or
subcommittee shall proceed to receive such testimony in open ses-
sion only if the Committee or subcommittee, a majority being
present, determines that such evidence or testimony will not tend
to defame, degrade, or incriminate any person.

(¢) Notwithstanding the foregoing, and with the approval of the
Chairman, each member of the Committee may designate by letter
to the Chairman, one member of that member’s personal staff, and
an alternate, which may include fellows, with Top Secret security
clearance to attend hearings of the Committee, or that member’s
subcommittee(s), panel(s), or task force(s) (excluding briefings or
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meetings held under the provisions of committee rule 9(a)), which
have been closed under the provisions of rule 9(a) above for na-
tional security purposes for the taking of testimony. The attend-
ance of such a staff member or fellow at such hearings is subject
to the approval of the Committee, subcommittee, panel, or task
force as dictated by national security requirements at that time.
The attainment of any required security clearances is the responsi-
bility of individual members of the Committee.

(d) Pursuant to clause 2(g)(2) of rule XI of the Rules of the House
of Representatives, no Member, Delegate, or Resident Commis-
sioner may be excluded from nonparticipatory attendance at any
hearing of the Committee or a subcommittee, unless the House of
Representatives shall by majority vote authorize the Committee or
subcommittee, for purposes of a particular series of hearings on a
particular article of legislation or on a particular subject of inves-
tigation, to close its hearings to Members, Delegates, and the Resi-
dent Commissioner by the same procedures designated in this rule
for closing hearings to the public.

(e) The Committee or the subcommittee may vote, by the same
procedure, to meet in executive session for up to five additional
consecutive days of hearings.

RULE 10. QUORUM

(a) For purposes of taking testimony and receiving evidence, two
members shall constitute a quorum.

(b) One-third of the members of the Committee or subcommittee
shall constitute a quorum for taking any action, with the following
exceptions, in which case a majority of the Committee or sub-
committee shall constitute a quorum:

(1) Reporting a measure or recommendation;

(2) Closing Committee or subcommittee meetings and hear-
ings to the public;

(3) Authorizing the issuance of subpoenas;

(4) Authorizing the use of executive session material; and

(5) Voting to proceed in open session after voting to close to
discuss whether evidence or testimony to be received would
tend to defame, degrade, or incriminate any person.

(c) No measure or recommendation shall be reported to the
House of Representatives unless a majority of the Committee is ac-
tually present.

RULE 11. THE FIVE-MINUTE RULE

(a) Subject to rule 15, the time any one member may address the
Committee or subcommittee on any measure or matter under con-
sideration shall not exceed five minutes and then only when the
member has been recognized by the Chairman or subcommittee
chairman, as appropriate, except that this time limit may be ex-
ceeded by unanimous consent. Any member, upon request, shall be
recognized for not more than five minutes to address the Com-
mittee or subcommittee on behalf of an amendment which the
member has offered to any pending bill or resolution. The five-
minute limitation shall not apply to the Chairman and Ranking
Minority Member of the Committee or subcommittee.
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(b)(1) Members who are present at a hearing of the Committee
or subcommittee when a hearing is originally convened shall be
recognized by the Chairman or subcommittee chairman, as appro-
priate, in order of seniority. Those members arriving subsequently
shall be recognized in order of their arrival. Notwithstanding the
foregoing, the Chairman and the Ranking Minority Member will
take precedence upon their arrival. In recognizing members to
question witnesses in this fashion, the Chairman shall take into
consideration the ratio of the Majority to Minority members
present and shall establish the order of recognition for questioning
in such a manner as not to disadvantage the members of either
party.

(2) Pursuant to rule 4 and subject to rule 15, a member of the
Committee who is not a member of a subcommittee may be recog-
nized by a subcommittee chairman in order of their arrival and
after all present subcommittee members have been recognized.

(3) The Chairman of the Committee or a subcommittee, with the
concurrence of the respective Ranking Minority Member, may de-
part with the regular order for questioning which is specified in
paragraphs (a) and (b) of this rule provided that such a decision is
announced prior to the hearing or prior to the opening statements
of the witnesses and that any such departure applies equally to the
Majority and the Minority.

(c) No person other than a Member, Delegate, or Resident Com-
missioner of Congress and committee staff may be seated in or be-
hind the dais area during Committee, subcommittee, panel, or task
force hearings and meetings.

RULE 12. POWER TO SIT AND ACT; SUBPOENA POWER

(a) For the purpose of carrying out any of its functions and duties
under rules X and XI of the Rules of the House of Representatives,
the Committee and any subcommittee is authorized (subject to sub-
paragraph (b)(1) of this paragraph):

(1) to sit and act at such times and places within the United
States, whether the House is in session, has recessed, or has
adjourned, and to hold hearings, and

(2) to require by subpoena, or otherwise, the attendance and
testimony of such witnesses and the production of such books,
records, correspondence, memorandums, papers and docu-
ments, including, but not limited to, those in electronic form,
as it considers necessary.

(b)(1) A subpoena may be authorized and issued by the Com-
mittee, or any subcommittee with the concurrence of the full Com-
mittee Chairman and after consultation with the Ranking Minority
Member of the Committee, under subparagraph (a)(2) in the con-
duct of any investigation, or series of investigations or activities,
only when authorized by a majority of the members voting, a ma-
jority of the Committee or subcommittee being present. Authorized
subpoenas shall be signed only by the Chairman, or by any mem-
ber designated by the Committee.

(2) Pursuant to clause 2(m) of rule XI of the Rules of the House
of Representatives, compliance with any subpoena issued by the
Committee or any subcommittee under subparagraph (a)(2) may be
enforced only as authorized or directed by the House of Representa-
tives.
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RULE 13. WITNESS STATEMENTS

(a) Any prepared statement to be presented by a witness to the
Committee or a subcommittee shall be submitted to the Committee
or subcommittee at least 48 hours in advance of presentation and
shall be distributed to all members of the Committee or sub-
committee as soon as practicable but not less than 24 hours in ad-
vance of presentation. A copy of any such prepared statement shall
also be submitted to the Committee in electronic form. If a pre-
pared statement contains national security information bearing a
classification of Secret or higher, the statement shall be made
available in the Committee rooms to all members of the Committee
or subcommittee as soon as practicable but not less than 24 hours
in advance of presentation; however, no such statement shall be re-
moved from the Committee offices. The requirement of this rule
may be waived by a majority vote of the Committee or sub-
committee, a quorum being present. In cases where a witness does
not submit a statement by the time required under this rule, the
Chairman of the Committee or subcommittee, as appropriate, with
the concurrence of the respective Ranking Minority Member, may
elect to exclude the witness from the hearing.

(b) The Committee and each subcommittee shall require each
witness who is to appear before it to file with the Committee in ad-
vance of his or her appearance a written statement of the proposed
testimony and to limit the oral presentation at such appearance to
a brief summary of the submitted written statement.

(¢) Pursuant to clause 2(g)(5) of rule XI of the Rules of the House
of Representatives, written witness statements, with appropriate
redactions to protect the privacy of the witness, shall be made pub-
licly available in electronic form not later than one day after the
witness appears.

RULE 14. ADMINISTERING OATHS TO WITNESSES

(a) The Chairman, or any member designated by the Chairman,
may administer oaths to any witness.
(b) Witnesses, when sworn, shall subscribe to the following oath:

“Do you solemnly swear (or affirm) that the testimony you will
give before this Committee (or subcommittee) in the matters
now under consideration will be the truth, the whole truth,
and nothing but the truth, so help you God?”

RULE 15. QUESTIONING OF WITNESSES

(a) When a witness is before the Committee or a subcommittee,
members of the Committee or subcommittee may put questions to
the witness only when recognized by the Chairman or sub-
committee chairman, as appropriate, for that purpose according to
rule 11 of the Committee.

(b) Members of the Committee or subcommittee who so desire
shall have not more than five minutes to question each witness or
panel of witnesses, the responses of the witness or witnesses being
included in the five-minute period, until such time as each member
has had an opportunity to question each witness or panel of wit-
nesses. Thereafter, additional rounds for questioning witnesses by
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members are within the discretion of the Chairman or sub-
committee chairman, as appropriate.

(c) Questions put to witnesses before the Committee or sub-
committee shall be pertinent to the measure or matter that may be
before the Committee or subcommittee for consideration.

RULE 16. PUBLICATION OF COMMITTEE HEARINGS AND
MARKUPS

The transcripts of those hearings conducted by the Committee,
subcommittee, or panel will be published officially in substantially
verbatim form, with the material requested for the record inserted
at that place requested, or at the end of the record, as appropriate.
The transcripts of markups conducted by the Committee or any
subcommittee may be published officially in verbatim form. Any re-
quests to correct any errors, other than those in transcription, will
be appended to the record, and the appropriate place where the
change is requested will be footnoted. Any transcript published
under this rule shall include the results of record votes conducted
in the session covered by the transcript and shall also include ma-
terials that have been submitted for the record and are covered
under rule 19. The handling and safekeeping of these materials
shall fully satisfy the requirements of rule 20. No transcript of an
e})l(ecutilve session conducted under rule 9 shall be published under
this rule.

RULE 17. VOTING AND ROLLCALLS

(a) Voting on a measure or matter may be by record vote, divi-
sion vote, voice vote, or unanimous consent.

(b) A record vote shall be ordered upon the request of one-fifth
of those members present.

(¢) No vote by any member of the Committee or a subcommittee
with respect to any measure or matter shall be cast by proxy.

(d) In the event of a vote or votes, when a member 1s in attend-
ance at any other committee, subcommittee, or conference com-
mittee meeting during that time, the necessary absence of that
member shall be so noted in the record vote record, upon timely no-
tification to the Chairman by that member.

(e) The Chairman of the Committee or a subcommittee, as appro-
priate, with the concurrence of the Ranking Minority Member or
the most senior Minority member who is present at the time, may
elect to postpone requested record votes until such time or point at
a markup as is mutually decided. When proceedings resume on a
postponed question, notwithstanding any intervening order for the
previous question, the underlying proposition shall remain subject
to further debate or amendment to the same extent as when the
question was postponed.

RULE 18. COMMITTEE REPORTS

(a) If, at the time of approval of any measure or matter by the
Committee, any member of the Committee gives timely notice of in-
tention to file supplemental, Minority, additional or dissenting
views, that member shall be entitled to not less than two calendar
days (excluding Saturdays, Sundays, and legal holidays except
when the House is in session on such days) in which to file such
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views, in writing and signed by that member, with the Staff Direc-
tor of the Committee, or the Staff Director’s designee. All such
views so filed by one or more members of the Committee shall be
included within, and shall be a part of, the report filed by the Com-
mittee with respect to that measure or matter.

(b) With respect to each record vote on a motion to report any
measure or matter, and on any amendment offered to the measure
or matter, the total number of votes cast for and against, the
names of those voting for and against, and a brief description of the
question, shall be included in the Committee report on the measure
or matter.

(c) Not later than 24 hours after the adoption of any amendment
to a measure or matter considered by the Committee, the Chair-
man shall cause the text of each such amendment to be made pub-
licly available in electronic form as provided in clause 2(e)(6) of
rule XI of the Rules of the House of Representatives.

RULE 19. PUBLIC INSPECTION OF COMMITTEE ROLLCALLS

The result of each record vote in any meeting of the Committee
shall be made available by the Committee for inspection by the
public at reasonable times in the offices of the Committee and also
made publicly available in electronic form within 48 hours of such
record vote pursuant to clause 2(e)(1)(B)(i) of rule XI of the Rules
of the House of Representatives. Information so available shall in-
clude a description of the amendment, motion, order, or other prop-
osition and the name of each member voting for and each member
voting against such amendment, motion, order, or proposition and
the names of those members present but not voting.

RULE 20. PROTECTION OF NATIONAL SECURITY AND
OTHER INFORMATION

(a) Except as provided in clause 2(g) of rule XI of the Rules of
the House of Representatives, all national security information
bearing a classification of Secret or higher which has been received
by the Committee or a subcommittee shall be deemed to have been
received in executive session and shall be given appropriate safe-
keeping.

(b) The Chairman of the Committee shall, with the approval of
a majority of the Committee, establish such procedures as in his
judgment may be necessary to prevent the unauthorized disclosure
of any national security information that is received which is clas-
sified as Secret or higher. Such procedures shall, however, ensure
access to this information by any member of the Committee or any
other Member, Delegate, or Resident Commissioner of the House of
Representatives, staff of the Committee, or staff designated under
rule 9(c) who have the appropriate security clearances and the
need to know, who has requested the opportunity to review such
material.

(¢) The Chairman of the Committee shall, in consultation with
the Ranking Minority Member, establish such procedures as in his
judgment may be necessary to prevent the unauthorized disclosure
of any proprietary information that is received by the Committee,
subcommittee, panel, or task force. Such procedures shall be con-
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sistent with the Rules of the House of Representatives and applica-
ble law.

RULE 21. COMMITTEE STAFFING

The staffing of the Committee, the standing subcommittees, and
any panel or task force designated by the Chairman or chairmen
of the subcommittees shall be subject to the Rules of the House of
Representatives.

RULE 22. COMMITTEE RECORDS

The records of the Committee at the National Archives and
Records Administration shall be made available for public use in
accordance with rule VII of the Rules of the House of Representa-
tives. The Chairman shall notify the Ranking Minority Member of
any decision, pursuant to clause 3(b)(3) or clause 4(b) of rule VII,
to withhold a record otherwise available, and the matter shall be
presented to the Committee for a determination on the written re-
quest of any member of the Committee.

RULE 23. HEARING PROCEDURES

Clause 2(k) of rule XI of the Rules of the House of Representa-
tives shall apply to the Committee.

RULE 24. COMMITTEE ACTIVITY REPORTS

Not later than the 30th day after June 1 and December 1, the
Committee shall submit to the House a semiannual report on its
activities, pursuant to clause 1(d) of rule XI of the Rules of the
House of Representatives.
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COMPOSITION OF THE COMMITTEE ON
ARMED SERVICES

FULL COMMITTEE

Pursuant to H. Res. 6 (agreed to January 5, 2011), H. Res. 7
(agreed to January 5, 2011), H. Res. 33 (agreed to January 12,
2011), H. Res. 39 (agreed to January 19, 2011), H. Res. 377 (agreed
to July 28, 2011), H. Res. 553 (agreed to February 16, 2012), and
H. Res. 707 (agreed to June 26, 2012), the following Members have
served on the Committee on Armed Services in the 112th Congress:

HOWARD P. “BUCK” McKEON, California, Chairman

ROSCOE G. BARTLETT, Maryland
MAC THORNBERRY, Texas
WALTER B. JONES, North Carolina
W. TODD AKIN, Missouri

J. RANDY FORBES, Virginia

JEFF MILLER, Florida

JOE WILSON, South Carolina
FRANK A. LoBIONDO, New Jersey
MICHAEL TURNER, Ohio

JOHN KLINE, Minnesota

MIKE ROGERS, Alabama

TRENT FRANKS, Arizona

BILL SHUSTER, Pennsylvania

K. MICHAEL CONAWAY, Texas
DOUG LAMBORN, Colorado

ROB WITTMAN, Virginia
DUNCAN HUNTER, California
JOHN C. FLEMING, M.D., Louisiana
MIKE COFFMAN, Colorado

TOM ROONEY, Florida

TODD RUSSELL PLATTS, Pennsylvania
SCOTT RIGELL, Virginia

CHRIS GIBSON, New York

VICKY HARTZLER, Missouri

JOE HECK, Nevada

BOBBY SCHILLING, Illinois

JON RUNYAN, New Jersey
AUSTIN SCOTT, Georgia

TIM GRIFFIN, Arkansas

STEVEN PALAZZO, Mississippi
ALLEN B. WEST, Florida
MARTHA ROBY, Alabama

MO BROOKS, Alabama

TODD YOUNG, Indiana

ADAM SMITH, Washington
SILVESTRE REYES, Texas
LORETTA SANCHEZ, California
MIKE MCcINTYRE, North Carolina
ROBERT A. BRADY, Pennsylvania
ROBERT ANDREWS, New Jersey
SUSAN A. DAVIS, California
JAMES R. LANGEVIN, Rhode Island
RICK LARSEN, Washington

JIM COOPER, Tennessee
MADELEINE Z. BORDALLO, Guam
JOE COURTNEY, Connecticut
DAVE LOEBSACK, Iowa
GABRIELLE GIFFORDS, Arizona!
NIKI TSONGAS, Massachusetts
CHELLIE PINGREE, Maine

LARRY KISSELL, North Carolina
MARTIN HEINRICH, New Mexico
BILL OWENS, New York

JOHN R. GARAMENDI, California
MARK S. CRITZ, Pennsylvania

TIM RYAN, Ohio

C.A. DUTCH RUPPERSBERGER, Maryland
HANK JOHNSON, Georgia

KATHY CASTOR, Florida2

BETTY SUTTON, Ohio

COLLEEN HANABUSA, Hawaii
KATHLEEN C. HOCHUL, New York3
JACKIE SPEIER, California4

RON BARBER, Arizona?

1 Ms. Giffords resigned from the House of Representatives on January 25, 2012.
2Mrs. Castor resigned from the committee on June 22, 2011.

3Ms. Hochul was elected to the committee on July 28, 2011.

4Ms. Speier was elected to the committee on February 16, 2012.

5Mr. Barber was elected to the committee on June 26, 2012.
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SUBCOMMITTEES OF THE COMMITTEE ON
ARMED SERVICES

The following subcommittees were established at the committee’s
organizational meeting on January 20, 2011.

SUBCOMMITTEE ON EMERGING THREATS AND
CAPABILITIES

Jurisdiction pursuant to Committee Rule 4—Defense-wide and
joint enabling activities and programs to include: Special Oper-
ations Forces; counter-proliferation and counter-terrorism programs
and initiatives; science and technology policy and programs; infor-
mation technology programs; homeland defense and Department of
Defense related consequence management programs; related intel-
ligence support; and other enabling programs and activities to in-
clude cyber operations, strategic communications, and information
operations.

MAC THORNBERRY, Texas, Chairman

JEFF MILLER, Florida JAMES R. LANGEVIN, Rhode Island

JOHN KLINE, Minnesota LORETTA SANCHEZ, California

BILL SHUSTER, Pennsylvania ROBERT ANDREWS, New Jersey

K. MICHAEL CONAWAY, Texas SUSAN A. DAVIS, California

CHRIS GIBSON, New York TIM RYAN, Ohio

BOBBY SCHILLING, Illinois C.A. DUTCH RUPPERSBERGER, Maryland é
ALLEN B. WEST, Florida HANK JOHNSON, Georgia

TRENT FRANKS, Arizona KATHY CASTOR, Florida?

DUNCAN HUNTER, California KATHLEEN C. HOCHUL, New York38

RON BARBER, Arizona?

6 Mr. Ruppersberger took a leave of absence from the Committee on June 25, 2012.
7Mrs. Castor resigned from the committee on June 22, 2011.

8 Ms. Hochul was assigned to the subcommittee on August 2, 2011.

9 Mr. Barber was assigned to the subcommittee on June 27, 2012.
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SUBCOMMITTEE ON MILITARY PERSONNEL

Jurisdiction pursuant to Committee Rule 4—Military personnel
policy, Reserve Component integration and employment issues,
military health care, military education, and POW/MIA issues. In
addition, the subcommittee will be responsible for Morale, Welfare
and Recreation issues and programs.

JOE WILSON, South Carolina, Chairman

WALTER B. JONES, North Carolina SUSAN A. DAVIS, California

MIKE COFFMAN, Colorado ROBERT A. BRADY, Pennsylvania
TOM ROONEY, Florida MADELEINE Z. BORDALLO, Guam
JOE HECK, Nevada DAVE LOEBSACK, Iowa

ALLEN B. WEST, Florida NIKI TSONGAS, Massachusetts
AUSTIN SCOTT, Georgia CHELLIE PINGREE, Maine

VICKY HARTZLER, Missouri
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SUBCOMMITTEE ON READINESS

Jurisdiction pursuant to Committee Rule 4—Military readiness,
training, logistics and maintenance issues and programs. In addi-
tion, the subcommittee will be responsible for all military construc-
tion, depot policy, civilian personnel policy, environmental policy,
installations and family housing issues, including the base closure
process, and energy policy and programs of the Department of
Defense.

J. RANDY FORBES, Virginia, Chairman

MIKE ROGERS, Alabama MADELEINE Z. BORDALLO, Guam
JOE HECK, Nevada SILVESTRE REYES, Texas
AUSTIN SCOTT, Georgia JOE COURTNEY, Connecticut
FRANK A. LoBIONDO, New Jersey DAVE LOEBSACK, Iowa

CHRIS GIBSON, New York GABRIELLE GIFFORDS, Arizona 10
VICKY HARTZLER, Missouri LARRY KISSELL, North Carolina
BOBBY SCHILLING, Illinois BILL OWENS, New York

JON RUNYAN, New Jersey TIM RYAN, Ohio

TIM GRIFFIN, Arkansas COLLEEN HANABUSA, Hawaii
STEVEN PALAZZO, Mississippi JACKIE SPEIER, California 1!

MARTHA ROBY, Alabama

10 Ms. Giffords resigned from the House of Representatives on January 25, 2012.
11 Ms. Speier was assigned to the subcommittee on February 17, 2012.
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SUBCOMMITTEE ON SEAPOWER AND PROJECTION FORCES

Jurisdiction pursuant to Committee Rule 4—Navy acquisition
programs, Naval Reserve equipment, and Marine Corps amphib-
ious assault vehicle programs (except strategic weapons, space, spe-
cial operations, science and technology programs, and information
technology programs), deep strike bombers and related systems, lift
programs, and seaborne unmanned aerial systems. In addition, the
subcommittee will be responsible for Maritime programs under the
jurisdiction of the Committee as delineated in paragraphs 5, 6, and
9 of clause 1(c) of rule X of the Rules of the House of Representa-
tives.

W. TODD AKIN, Missouri, Chairman

DUNCAN HUNTER, California MIKE MCcINTYRE, North Carolina
MIKE COFFMAN, Colorado SUSAN A. DAVIS, California
SCOTT RIGELL, Virginia JAMES R. LANGEVIN, Rhode Island
TIM GRIFFIN, Arkansas RICK LARSEN, Washington
STEVEN PALAZZO, Mississippi JOE COURTNEY, Connecticut
TODD YOUNG, Indiana CHELLIE PINGREE, Maine
ROSCOE G. BARTLETT, Maryland MARK S. CRITZ, Pennsylvania

J. RANDY FORBES, Virginia HANK JOHNSON, Georgia

ROB WITTMAN, Virginia BETTY SUTTON, Ohio

TODD RUSSELL PLATTS, Pennsylvania
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SUBCOMMITTEE ON STRATEGIC FORCES

Jurisdiction pursuant to Committee Rule 4—Strategic weapons
(except deep strike bombers and related systems), space programs,
ballistic missile defense, national intelligence programs, and De-
partment of Energy national security programs (except non-pro-
liferation programs).

MICHAEL TURNER, Ohio, Chairman

TRENT FRANKS, Arizona LORETTA SANCHEZ, California
DOUG LAMBORN, Colorado JAMES R. LANGEVIN, Rhode Island
MO BROOKS, Alabama RICK LARSEN, Washington

MAC THORNBERRY, Texas MARTIN HEINRICH, New Mexico
MIKE ROGERS, Alabama JOHN R. GARAMENDI, California
JOHN C. FLEMING, M.D., Louisiana C.A. DUTCH RUPPERSBERGER,
SCOTT RIGELL, Virginia Maryland 12

AUSTIN SCOTT, Georgia BETTY SUTTON, Ohio

RON BARBER, Arizona '3

12Mr. Ruppersberger took a leave of absence from the Committee on June 25, 2012.
13 Mr. Barber was assigned to the subcommittee on June 27, 2012.
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SUBCOMMITTEE ON TACTICAL AIR AND LAND FORCES

Jurisdiction pursuant to Committee Rule 4—All Army, Air Force
and Marine Corps acquisition programs (except Marine Corps am-
phibious assault vehicle programs, strategic missiles, space, lift
programs, special operations, science and technology programs, and
information technology accounts). In addition, the subcommittee
will be responsible for Navy and Marine Corps aviation programs,
National Guard and Army, Air Force and Marine Corps Reserve
modernization, and ammunition programs.

ROSCOE G. BARTLETT, Maryland, Chairman

FRANK A. LoBIONDO, New Jersey SILVESTRE REYES, Texas

JOHN C. FLEMING, M.D., Louisiana MIKE MCcINTYRE, North Carolina
TOM ROONEY, Florida JIM COOPER, Tennessee

TODD RUSSELL PLATTS, Pennsylvania GABRIELLE GIFFORDS, Arizonal4
VICKY HARTZLER, Missouri NIKI TSONGAS, Massachusetts
JON RUNYAN, New Jersey LARRY KISSELL, North Carolina
MARTHA ROBY, Alabama MARTIN HEINRICH, New Mexico
WALTER B. JONES, North Carolina BILL OWENS, New York

W. TODD AKIN, Missouri JOHN R. GARAMENDI, California
JOE WILSON, South Carolina MARK S. CRITZ, Pennsylvania
MICHAEL TURNER, Ohio KATHY CASTOR, Floridal5

BILL SHUSTER, Pennsylvania KATHLEEN C. HOCHUL, New York 16

DOUG LAMBORN, Colorado JACKIE SPEIER, Californial?

14 Ms. Giffords resigned from the House of Representatives on January 25, 2012.
15 Mrs. Castor resigned from the committee on June 22, 2011.

16 Ms. Hochul was assigned to the subcommittee on August 2, 2011.

17Ms. Speier was assigned to the subcommittee on February 17, 2012.
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SUBCOMMITTEE ON OVERSIGHT AND INVESTIGATIONS

Jurisdiction pursuant to Committee Rule 4—Any matter within
the jurisdiction of the Committee, subject to the concurrence of the
Chairman of the Committee and, as appropriate, affected sub-
committee chairmen. The subcommittee shall have no legislative
jurisdiction.

ROB WITTMAN, Virginia, Chairman

K. MICHAEL CONAWAY, Texas JIM COOPER, Tennessee

MO BROOKS, Alabama ROBERT ANDREWS, New Jersey
TODD YOUNG, Indiana LORETTA SANCHEZ, Californial®
TOM ROONEY, Florida MARK S. CRITZ, Pennsylvanial®

MIKE COFFMAN, Colorado COLLEEN HANABUSA, Hawaii

18 Ms. Sanchez resigned from the subcommittee on December 21, 2011.
19 Mr. Critz was assigned to the subcommittee on December 21, 2011.
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PANELS OF THE COMMITTEE ON ARMED
SERVICES

The Panel on Defense Financial Management and Auditability
Reform was appointed on July 13, 2011, and reappointed on No-
vember 17, 2011. The Panel on Business Challenges Within the De-
fense Industry was appointed on September 12, 2011.

PANEL ON DEFENSE FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT AND
AUDITABILITY REFORM

Jurisdiction pursuant to Committee Rule 5—The panel was asked
to examine the Department of Defense’s financial management sys-
tem and possible ways to improve its financial management and
audit readiness effort.

K. MICHAEL CONAWAY, Texas, Chairman

SCOTT RIGELL, Virginia ROBERT ANDREWS, New Jersey
STEVEN PALAZZO, Mississippi JOE COURTNEY, Connecticut
TODD YOUNG, Indiana TIM RYAN, Ohio

PANEL ON BUSINESS CHALLENGES WITHIN THE DEFENSE
INDUSTRY

Jurisdiction pursuant to Committee Rule 5—The panel was asked
to examine: (1) contracting or regulatory issues facing the defense
industry; (2) the use of incentives and mandates to meet goals; (3)
structural challenges facing various sectors within the industrial
base, including universities and research institutes; (4) impact of
the current fiscal environment on the defense industry, at both the
prime and subcontractor levels; and (5) opportunities to reduce bar-
riers to entry.

BILL SHUSTER, Pennsylvania, Chairman

BOBBY SCHILLING, Illinois RICK LARSEN, Washington
JON RUNYAN, New Jersey BETTY SUTTON, Ohio
ALLEN B. WEST, Florida COLLEEN HANABUSA, Hawaii
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COMMITTEE STAFF

By committee resolution adopted at the organizational meeting
on January 20, 2011, or by authority of the chairman, the following
persons have been appointed to the staff of the committee during
the 112th Congress:

Bob Simmons, Staff Director
Roger Zakheim, Deputy Staff Director/General Counsel
Betty B. Gray, Executive Assistant
Michael R. Higgins, Professional Staff Member
John D. Chapla, Professional Staff Member
John F. Sullivan, Professional Staff Member
Nancy M. Warner, Professional Staff Member
Jesse D. Tolleson, Jr., Professional Staff Member
Debra S. Wada, Professional Staff Member
Douglas C. Roach, Professional Staff Member
Mark R. Lewis, Professional Staff Member
Paul Arcangeli, Professional Staff Member
Jeanette S. James, Professional Staff Member
Rebecca A. Ross, Professional Staff Member
Andrew Hunter, Professional Staff Member (resigned February 26, 2011)
Heath R. Bope, Professional Staff Member
Lynn M. Williams, Professional Staff Member
Joshua C. Holly, Communications Director (resigned June 12, 2011)
John Wason, Professional Staff Member
Jenness Simler, Professional Staff Member
Alex Kugajevsky, Professional Staff Member (resigned February 15, 2012)
Kari Bingen, Professional Staff Member (resigned September 7, 2011)
Cyndi Howard, Security Manager
Douglas Bush, Professional Staff Member
Lara Battles, Professional Staff Member (resigned March 25, 2011)
Cathy Garman, Professional Staff Member (resigned February 3, 2012)
Vickie Plunkett, Professional Staff Member
Timothy McClees, Professional Staff Member
Kevin Gates, Professional Staff Member
Michael Casey, Professional Staff Member
David Sienicki, Professional Staff Member
Zach Steacy, Director, Legislative Operations
Everett Coleman, Professional Staff Member
Craig Greene, Professional Staff Member
Mary Kate Cunningham, Staff Assistant (resigned January 2, 2012)
Phil MacNaughton, Professional Staff Member
Jack Schuler, Professional Staff Member
Scott Bousum, Staff Assistant
Ryan Crumpler, Professional Staff Member
John N. Johnson, Staff Assistant
William S. Johnson, Counsel
Jaime Cheshire, Professional Staff Member and Senior Advisor to the Chairman
Alejandra Villarreal, Staff Assistant (resigned January 31, 2012)
Megan Howard, Staff Assistant (resigned October 21, 2011)
Peter Villano, Professional Staff Member
Paul Lewis, Counsel
Jim Weiss, Research Assistant
Jeff Cullen, Staff Assistant (resigned November 2, 2012)
Leonor Tomero, Counsel
Jamie R. Lynch, Professional Staff Member
Christine Wagner, Staff Assistant (resigned September 14, 2011)
Michele Pearce, Counsel
Famid Sinha, Staff Assistant (resigned May 9, 2011)
Katie Sendak, Research Assistant
Ben Runkle, Professional Staff Member (resigned April 4, 2012)
Melissa Tuttle, Staff Assistant (resigned July 27, 2011)
Catherine A. McElroy, Counsel
Robert J. McAlister, Deputy Spokesman
Michael Amato, Professional Staff Member
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Anna Hagler, Intern (appointed January 3, 2011, resigned May 5, 2011)
Jonathan Shepard, Intern (appointed January 4, 2011, resigned February 18, 2011)
Christopher J. Bright, Professional Staff Member (appointed February 1, 2011)
Dustin Walker, Staff Assistant (appointed February 7, 2011, resigned June 15, 2012)
Thomas MacKenzie, Professional Staff Member (appointed March 7, 2011)
Lauren Hauhn, Research Assistant (appointed March 8, 2011)
John Noonan, Deputy Communications Director (appointed March 21, 2011,
resigned May 31, 2012)

Brian Garrett, Professional Staff Member (appointed April 1, 2011)
Arthur Milikh, Intern (appointed April 1, 2011, resigned July 15, 2011)
Elizabeth Nathan, Professional Staff Member (appointed April 8, 2011)

Elizabeth McWhorter, Executive Assistant (appointed April 18, 2011)
Nicholas Rodman, Staff Assistant (appointed May 2, 2011)

Stephen Bosco, Intern (appointed May 17, 2011, resigned July 29, 2011)
Aaron Applbaum, Intern (appointed May 23, 2011, resigned July 8, 2011)
Kelly McRaven, Intern (appointed June 1, 2011, resigned August 4, 2011)

Andrew T. Walter, Professional Staff Member (appointed June 2, 2011)

Ken Orvick, Intern (appointed June 16, 2011, resigned August 12, 2011)

Claude Chafin, Communications Director (appointed July 12, 2011)
Aaron Falk, Staff Assistant (appointed August 1, 2011)
Arthur Milikh, Staff Assistant (appointed August 1, 2011)
Tim Morrison, Counsel (appointed August 1, 2011)

Jonathan D. Roger, Intern (appointed August 29, 2011, resigned December 8, 2011)
Kimberly Shaw, Professional Staff Member (appointed September 1, 2011)
Ryan Jacobs, Intern (appointed September 8, 2011, resigned December 15, 2011)
Stephen Bosco, Intern (appointed September 9, 2011, resigned December 16, 2011)
Martin Hussey, Intern (appointed September 9, 2011, resigned December 16, 2011)

Stephen Kitay, Professional Staff Member (appointed October 11, 2011)
James Mazol, Staff Assistant (appointed December 5, 2011)

Lucy Shafer, Intern (appointed January 5, 2012, resigned January 20, 2012)
Nathaniel Madden, Intern (appointed January 15, 2012, resigned April 27, 2012)
Elee Wakim, Intern (appointed January 17, 2012, resigned May 9, 2012)
Anna Hagler, Intern (appointed January 19, 2012, resigned May 11, 2012)
Emily Waterlander, Staff Assistant (appointed February 1, 2012, resigned October 26, 2012)
Gabriel G. Surratt, Intern (appointed February 13, 2012, resigned June 1, 2012)
Katie Thompson, Staff Assistant (appointed February 21, 2012)
Alexander Gallo, Professional Staff Member (appointed March 14, 2012)

Eric Smith, Staff Assistant (appointed March 21, 2012)

Ben Fox, Intern (appointed April 19, 2012, resigned September 6, 2012)
Kelly McRaven, Intern (appointed June 4, 2012, resigned June 27, 2012)
Nevada C. Schadler, Intern, (appointed June 4, 2012, resigned June 27, 2012)
Matthew Schorr, Intern (appointed June 4, 2012, resigned August 9, 2012)
Joel Barnett, Intern (June 25, 2012, resigned July 20, 2012)

Joe Sangiorgio, Communications Assistant (appointed July 3, 2012)
Jenna Clark, Intern (appointed August 27, 2012, resigned November 9, 2012)
Will Thomas, Intern (appointed September 4, 2012, resigned December 20, 2012)
Chelsea Legette, Intern (appointed September 5, 2012, resigned December 14, 2012)
John Noonan, Deputy Communications Director (appointed November 15, 2012)
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COMMITTEE MEETINGS AND HEARINGS

A total of 260 meetings and hearings were held by the Com-
mittee on Armed Services and its subcommittees and panels during
the 112th Congress. A breakdown of the meetings and hearings
follows:

FULL COMMITTEE .....c.ooutitiiiiieieiieiinieeieiete ettt ettt sb ettt 82
SUBCOMMITTEES:
Subcommittee on Emerging Threats and Capabilities ...........ccccceerveeeennnee. 27
Subcommittee on Military Personnel ..........ccccooociiieiiiiiniiieeinieeeeeeeiee e 33

Subcommittee on Readiness ........cccccveeevvieeeiiieeniieecciee e evee e vee e 25

Subcommittee on Seapower and Projection Forces ........c.cccocoveviiiniinnennen. 11

Subcommittee on Strategic Forces ...........c...... 27

Subcommittee on Tactical Air and Land Forces . 17

Subcommittee on Oversight and Investigations ...........cccoeceeevieniienienniennen. 20
PANELS:

Panel on Defense Financial Management and Audibility Reform .............. 9

Panel on Business Challenges Within the Defense Industry ...................... 9
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LEGISLATIVE ACTIVITIES

LEGISLATION ENACTED INTO LAW

PuBLIc Law 112-81 (H.R. 1540)
NATIONAL DEFENSE AUTHORIZATION ACT FOR FISCAL YEAR 2012

On April 14, 2011, H.R. 1540, the National Defense Authoriza-
tion Act for Fiscal Year 2012, was introduced by Chairman Howard
P. “Buck” McKeon and referred to the Committee on Armed Serv-
ices. On May 11, 2011, the Committee on Armed Services held a
markup session to consider H.R. 1540. The committee, a quorum
being present, ordered reported H.R. 1540, as amended, to the
House with a favorable recommendation by a vote of 60—1. The bill
passed the House, as amended, on May 26, 2011, by recorded vote,
322-96 (Roll no. 375). On June 6, 2011, the bill was received in the
Senate, read twice, and referred to the Senate Committee on
Armed Services. On December 1, 2011, the Senate Committee on
Armed Services was discharged and the measure was laid before
the Senate by unanimous consent. The Senate then struck all after
the enacting clause, substituted the language of S. 1867, as amend-
ed, and then passed H.R. 1540 with an amendment by unanimous
consent. On December 7, 2011, Chairman McKeon moved that the
House disagree to the Senate amendment, and agree to a con-
ference by unanimous consent. On December 12, 2011, the con-
ference report to accompany H.R. 1540 (H. Rept. 112-329) was
filed. On December 14, 2011, the conference report was agreed to
in the House by recorded vote, 283-136 (Roll no. 932). The next
day, December 15, 2011, the conference report was agreed to in
Senate, 86—13 (Record Vote Number: 230). On December 31, 2011,
H.R. 1540 was signed by the President and became Public Law
112-81.

Public Law 112-81 does the following: (1) Authorizes appropria-
tions for fiscal year 2012 for procurement and for research, devel-
opment, test, and evaluation (RDT&E); (2) Authorizes appropria-
tions for fiscal year 2012 for operation and maintenance (O&M)
and for working capital funds; (3) Authorizes for fiscal year 2012:
(a) the personnel strength for each Active Duty Component of the
military departments; (b) the personnel strength for the Selected
Reserve for each Reserve Component of the Armed Forces; (c) the
military training student loads for each of the Active and Reserve
Components of the military departments; (4) Modify various ele-
ments of compensation for military personnel and impose certain
requirements and limitations on personnel actions in the defense
establishment; (5) Authorizes appropriations for fiscal year 2012 for
military construction and family housing; (6) Authorizes appropria-
tions for Overseas Contingency Operations; (7) Authorizes appro-
priations for fiscal year 2012 for the Department of Energy na-
tional security programs; (8) Modifies provisions related to the Na-
tional Defense Stockpile; and (9) Authorizes appropriations for fis-
cal year 2012 for the Maritime Administration.

Public Law 112-81 is a key mechanism through which Congress
fulfills one of its primary responsibilities as mandated in Article I,
section 8 of the United States Constitution, which grants Congress
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the power to raise and support an Army; to provide and maintain
a Navy; and to make rules for the government and regulation of
the land and naval forces. Rule X of the Rules of the House of Rep-
resentatives provides jurisdiction over the Department of Defense
generally, and over the military application of nuclear energy to
the Committee on Armed Services. Public Law 112-81 includes the
large majority of the findings and recommendations resulting from
its oversight activities in the previous year, as informed by the ex-
perience gained over the previous decades of the committee’s exist-
ence.

Public Law 112-81 authorizes $662.4 billion for national defense
discretionary programs and includes $530.0 billion for the base
budget of the Department of Defense, $115.5 billion for Overseas
Contingency Operations, and $16.9 billion for national security pro-
grams in the Department of Energy and the Defense Nuclear Fa-
cilities Safety Board.

Division A

Division A of Public Law 112-81 authorizes funds for fiscal year
2012 for the Department of Defense.

Subtitle A of title I authorizes $103.6 billion for procurement for
the Army, the Navy and the Marine Corps, the Air Force, and De-
fense-wide activities. Subtitles B and C of title I establishes addi-
tional program requirements, restrictions, and limitations for speci-
fied programs for the Armed Forces

Subtitle A of title IT authorizes $71.6 billion for research, devel-
opment, test, and evaluation for the Armed Forces and the defense
agencies, including amounts for basic research and development-re-
lated matters. Subtitle B of title II establishes certain program re-
quirements, restrictions, and limitations on separate research and
development-related matters. Subtitles C through E of title IT ad-
dresses missile defense programs, reports and miscellaneous mat-
ters.

Subtitle A of title IIT authorizes $162.2 billion for operation and
maintenance. Subtitles B through G of title III addresses energy
and environmental issues, logistics and sustainment issues, studies
and reports relating to military readiness, limitations and exten-
sions of authority, and other miscellaneous matters.

Title IV provides military personnel authorizations for the Active
and Reserve Forces for fiscal year 2012 and authorizes appropria-
tions of $142.0 billion for military personnel for fiscal year 2012.

The end strengths for Active Duty personnel for fiscal year 2012
are as follows:

(1) The Army, 562,000.

(2) The Navy, 325,739.

(3) The Marine Corps, 202,100.

(4) The Air Force, 332,800.

. l'fhe Selected Reserve end strengths for fiscal year 2012 are as
ollows:

(1) The Army National Guard of the United States, 358,200.

(2) The Army Reserve, 205,000.

(3) The Navy Reserve, 66,200.

(4) The Marine Corps Reserve, 39,600.

(5) The Air National Guard of the United States, 106,700.
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(6) The Air Force Reserve, 71,400.

(7) The Coast Guard Reserve, 10,000.

The end strengths for Reserves on Active Duty in support of the
Reserve Components for fiscal year 2012 are as follows:

(1) The Army National Guard of the United States, 32,060.

(2) The Army Reserve, 16,261.

(3) The Navy Reserve, 10,337.

(4) The Marine Corps Reserve, 2,261.

(5) The Air National Guard of the United States, 14,833.

(6) The Air Force Reserve, 2,662.

Title V establishes military personnel policy, including provisions
addressing officer personnel policy; Reserve Component manage-
ment; general service authorities; military justice and legal mat-
ters; education and training; Army National Military Cemeteries;
Armed Forces Retirement Home; defense dependents’ education
and military family readiness matters; improved sexual assault
prevention and response in the Armed Forces; and other miscella-
neous matters.

Title VI addresses compensation and other personnel benefits, in-
cluding pay and allowances; bonuses and special and incentive
pays; travel and transportation allowances; consolidation and re-
form of travel and transportation authorities; commissary and non-
appropriated fund instrumentality benefits and operations; dis-
ability, retired pay and survivor benefits; and other matters.

Title VII contains military health care provisions, such as im-
provements to military health benefits; health care administration;
and reports and other matters.

Title VIII addresses acquisition policy and management, amend-
ments to general contracting authorities, procedures, and limita-
tions; provisions relating to major defense acquisition programs;
provisions relating to contracts in support of contingency oper-
ations in the Republic of Iraq or the Islamic Republic of Afghani-
stan; defense industrial base matters; and other matters.

Title IX contains Department of Defense organization and man-
agement provisions, including space activities; intelligence-related
matters; total force management; quadrennial roles and missions
and related matters; and other matters.

Title X addresses general provisions relating to financial matters;
counter-drug activities; naval vessels and shipyards; counterter-
rorism; nuclear forces; financial management; repeal and modifica-
tion of reporting requirements; studies and reports; miscellaneous
authorities and limitations; and other matters.

Title XI addresses Department of Defense civilian personnel mat-
ters.

Title XII concerns matters relating to foreign nations, including
assistance and training; matters relating to Iraq, Afghanistan, and
the Islamic Republic of Pakistan; and reports and other matters.

Title XIII addresses Cooperative Threat Reduction.

Title XIV authorizes miscellaneous authorizations totaling $37.6
billion and also includes provisions addressing the National De-
fense stockpile and other matters.

Title XV includes authorization of $115.5 billion for Overseas
Contingency Operations.
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Division B

Division B authorizes appropriations in the amount of $13.1 bil-
lion for military construction and military family housing in sup-
port of the Active Forces, the Reserve Components, and the NATO
security investment program for fiscal year 2012. In addition, Divi-
sion B contains military construction and family housing program
changes; real property and facilities administration; provisions re-

lated to Guam realignment; provisions concerning land convey-
ances; energy security; and other matters.

Division C

Division C authorizes appropriations in the amount of $16.9 bil-
lion for Department of Energy national security programs for fiscal
year 2012. Division C also includes authorization for the Defense

Nuclear Facilities Safety Board; Naval Petroleum Reserves; and
the Maritime Administration.
Division D

Division D provides for the allocation of funds among programs,
projects, and activities in accordance with the tables in division D,
subject to reprogramming guidance in accordance with established
procedures, and that a decision to commit, obligate, or expend
funds with or to a specific entity on the basis of a dollar amount
be based on merit-based selection procedures in accordance with
the requirements of section 2304(k) and 2374 of title 10, United
States Code, and other applicable provisions of law.

Division E

Division E reauthorizes the Small Business Innovation Research
and the Small Business Technology Transfer programs for 6 years.
It also expands the allowance of venture capital firms to include
participation by firms that are majority owned by multiple hedge

funds or private equity firms.
(H. Rept. 112-78, H. Rept. 112-78 Part 2; H. Rept. 112-329)

PuBLic LAaw 112-120 (H.R. 4045)

TO MODIFY THE DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE PROGRAM GUIDANCE RE-
LATING TO THE AWARD OF POST-DEPLOYMENT/MOBILIZATION RES-
PITE ABSENCE ADMINISTRATIVE ABSENCE DAYS TO MEMBERS OF
THE RESERVE COMPONENTS TO EXEMPT ANY MEMBER WHOSE
QUALIFIED MOBILIZATION COMMENCED BEFORE OCTOBER 1, 2011,
AND CONTINUED ON OR AFTER THAT DATE, FROM THE CHANGES TO
THE PROGRAM GUIDANCE THAT TOOK EFFECT ON THAT DATE

H.R. 4045 was introduced by Representative John Kline on Feb-
ruary 15, 2012, and was referred to the House Committee on
Armed Services. On May 15, 2012, Representative Kline moved to
consider H.R. 4045, as amended, under suspension of the rules.
The bill passed the House, as amended, by voice vote. On May 17,
2012, H.R. 4045 passed the Senate without amendment by unani-
mous consent. On May 25, 2012, H.R. 4045 was signed by the
President and became Public Law 112-120.

H.R. 4045 authorizes the Secretary of Defense to determine that
the changes made to the program guidance relating to the award
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of Post-Deployment/Mobilization Respite Absence administrative
absence days or other authorized benefits included in the legisla-
tion, to members and former members of the Reserves under a
specified Department of Defense instruction shall not apply to cur-
rent or former Reservists whose qualified mobilization commenced
before October 1, 2011, and continued until the termination of the
mobilization.

LEGISLATION PASSED BY BOTH HOUSES OF CONGRESS

H.R. 4310
NATIONAL DEFENSE AUTHORIZATION ACT FOR FISCAL YEAR 2013

H.R. 4310, the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal
Year 2013, was introduced by Chairman Howard P. “Buck”
McKeon on March 29, 2012, and referred to the Committee on
Armed Services. On May 9, 2012, the Committee on Armed Serv-
ices held a markup session to consider H.R. 4310. The committee,
a quorum being present, ordered reported H.R. 4310, as amended,
to the House with a favorable recommendation by a vote of 56-5.
The bill passed the House, as amended, on May 18, 2012, by re-
corded vote, 299-120 (Roll no. 291). On June 19, 2012, H.R. 4310
was received in the Senate, read twice, and referred to the Senate
Committee on Armed Services.

On December 4, 2012, the Senate Committee on Armed Services
was discharged and the measure was laid before Senate by unani-
mous consent. The Senate then struck all after the enacting clause,
substituted the language of S. 3254, as amended, and then passed
H.R. 4310 with an amendment by unanimous consent. On Decem-
ber 12, 2012, pursuant to the provisions of H. Res. 829, the papers
on H.R. 4310 were returned to the Senate. On December 12, 2012,
the Senate’s agreed by unanimous consent that passage of H.R.
4310, as amended, be vitiated; that adoption of the Senate amend-
ment be vitiated; that the amendment, the text of S. 3254, as
amended by the Senate, be modified with the following amend-
ments: SA 3332 and SA 3333. H.R. 4310 then passed Senate with
an amendment by unanimous consent. On December 13, 2012,
Chairman McKeon moved that the House disagree to the Senate
amendment, and agree to a conference by unanimous consent. On
December 18, 2012, the conference report on H.R. 4310 (H. Rept.
112-705) was filed. On December 20, 2012, the conference report
was adopted by the House by recorded vote, 315-107 (Roll no. 932).
The next day, December 21, 2012, the conference report was adopt-
ed in the Senate, 81-14. H.R. 4310 was presented to the President
on December 30, 2012.

The conference report on H.R. 4310 would: (1) Authorize appro-
priations for fiscal year 2013 for procurement and for research, de-
velopment, test, and evaluation (RDT&E); (2) Authorize appropria-
tions for fiscal year 2013 for operation and maintenance (O&M)
and for working capital funds; (3) Authorize for fiscal year 2013: (a)
the personnel strength for each Active Duty Component of the mili-
tary departments; (b) the personnel strength for the Selected Re-
serve for each Reserve Component of the Armed Forces; (c) the
military training student loads for each of the Active and Reserve
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Components of the military departments; (4) Modify various ele-
ments of compensation for military personnel and impose certain
requirements and limitations on personnel actions in the defense
establishment; (5) Authorize appropriations for fiscal year 2013 for
military construction and family housing; (6) Authorize appropria-
tions for Overseas Contingency Operations; (7) Authorize appro-
priations for fiscal year 2013 for the Department of Energy na-
tional security programs; (8) Modify provisions related to the Na-
tional Defense Stockpile; and (9) Authorize appropriations for fiscal
year 2013 for the Maritime Administration.

The conference report on H.R. 4310 is a key mechanism through
which Congress fulfills one of its primary responsibilities as man-
dated in Article I, section 8 of the United States Constitution,
which grants Congress the power to raise and support an Army; to
provide and maintain a Navy; and to make rules for the govern-
ment and regulation of the land and naval forces. Rule X of the
House of Representatives provides jurisdiction over the Depart-
ment of Defense generally, and over the military application of nu-
clear energy, to the House Committee on Armed Services. The bill
includes the large majority of the findings and recommendations
resulting from the oversight activities of Committee on Armed
Services in the current year, as informed by the experience gained
over the previous decades of the committee’s existence.

The conference report on H.R. 4310 would authorize $633.3 bil-
lion for national defense discretionary programs and includes
$527.5 billion for the base budget of the Department of Defense,
$88.5 billion for Overseas Contingency Operations, and $17.4 bil-
lion for national security programs in the Department of Energy.
Division A

Division A of the conference report on H.R. 4310 would authorize
funds for fiscal year 2013 for the Department of Defense.

Subtitle A of title I would authorize funds at the levels identified
in division D for procurement for the Army, the Navy and the Ma-
rine Corps, the Air Force, and Defense-wide activities. Subtitles B
through E of title I would establish additional program require-
ments, restrictions, and limitations for specified programs of the
Armed Forces. Subtitle A of title II would authorize funds at the
levels identified in division D for research, development, test, and
evaluation for the Armed Forces and the defense agencies, includ-
ing amounts for basic research and development-related matters.
Subtitle B of title IT would establish certain program requirements,
restrictions, and limitations on separate research and development-
related matters. Subtitles C through E of title II addresses missile
defense programs, reports and other matters.

Subtitle A of title III would authorize funds at the levels identi-
fied in division D for operation and maintenance. Subtitles B
through H of title III addresses energy and environmental issues,
logistics and sustainment issues, readiness, reports relating to mili-
tary readiness, limitations and extensions of authority, a national
commission on the structure of the Air Force, and other miscella-
neous matters.

Title IV would provide military personnel authorizations for the
Active and Reserve Forces for fiscal year 2013 and would authorize
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appropriations at the levels identified in division D for military
personnel for fiscal year 2013.

The end strengths for Active Duty personnel for fiscal year 2013
would be as follows:

(1) The Army, 552,100.

(2) The Navy, 322,700.

(3) The Marine Corps, 197,300.

(4) The Air Force, 329,460.

The Selected Reserve end strengths for fiscal year 2013 would be
as follows:

(1) The Army National Guard of the United States, 358,200.

(2) The Army Reserve, 205,000.

(3) The Navy Reserve, 62,500.

(4) The Marine Corps Reserve, 39,600.

(5) The Air National Guard of the United States, 105,700.

(6) The Air Force Reserve, 70,880.

(7) The Coast Guard Reserve, 9,000.

The end strengths for Reserves on Active Duty in support of the
Reserve Components for fiscal year 2013 would be as follows:

(1) The Army National Guard of the United States, 32,060.

(2) The Army Reserve, 16,277.

(3) The Navy Reserve, 10,114.

(4) The Marine Corps Reserve, 2,261.

(5) The Air National Guard of the United States, 14,765.

(6) The Air Force Reserve, 2,888.

Title V would establish military personnel policy, including provi-
sions addressing officer personnel policy; Reserve Component man-
agement; general service authorities; military justice and legal
matters; member education and training opportunities and admin-
istration; Reserve Officers’ Training Corps and related matters; de-
fense dependents’ education and military family readiness matters;
improved sexual assault prevention and response in the Armed
Forces; Suicide Prevention and Resilience; and other matters.

Title VI addresses compensation and other personnel benefits, in-
cluding pay and allowances; bonuses and special and incentive
pays; travel and transportation allowances; benefits and services
for members being separated or recently separated; commissary
and nonappropriated fund instrumentality benefits and operations;
disability, retired pay and survivor benefits; Military Lending; Mili-
tary Compensation and Retirement Modernization Commission;
and other matters.

Title VII contains military health care provisions, such as
TRICARE and Other Health Care Benefits; health care administra-
tion; Mental Health Care and Veterans Matters; and reports and
other matters.

Title VIII addresses acquisition policy, acquisition management
and related matters.

Title IX contains Department of Defense organization and man-
agement provisions, including space activities; intelligence-related
matters; cyberspace-related matters; and other matters.

Title X addresses general provisions relating to financial matters;
counter-drug activities; naval vessels and shipyards; counterter-
rorism; nuclear forces; miscellaneous authorities and limitations;
studies and reports; and other matters.
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Title XI addresses Department of Defense civilian personnel mat-
ters.

Title XII concerns matters relating to foreign nations, including
assistance and training; matters relating to Iraq, Afghanistan, and
Pakistan; matters relating to the Islamic Republic of Iran; Iran
sanctions; satellites and related items; and reports and other mat-
ters.

Title XIII addresses Cooperative Threat Reduction.

Title XIV would authorize miscellaneous authorizations at the
levels identified in division D, and also includes provisions address-
ing the National Defense stockpile, chemical demilitarization mat-
ters, and other matters.

Title XV includes authorization of appropriations at the levels
identified in division D for Overseas Contingency Operations; pro-
visions relating to financial matters; and limitations and other
matters.

Title XVI contains provisions regarding industrial base matters.

Title XVII contains provisions that address trafficking in Govern-
ment contracting.

Title XVIII contains provisions related to Federal assistance to
fire departments.

Division B

Division B would authorize appropriations at the levels identified
in division D for military construction and military family housing
in support of the Active Forces, the Reserve Components, the
NATO security investment program for fiscal year 2013, and base
realignment and closure activities. In addition, division B contains
military construction and family housing program changes; real
property and facilities administration; and provisions concerning
land conveyances, energy security, and other matters.

Division C

Division C would authorize appropriations at the levels identified
in division D for Department of Energy national security programs
for fiscal year 2013. Division C also includes authorization for and/

or addresses the Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board; Naval
Petroleum Reserves; and the Maritime Administration.
Division D

Division D would provide for the allocation of funds among pro-
grams, projects, and activities in accordance with the tables in divi-
sion D, subject to reprogramming guidance in accordance with es-
tablished procedures, and would also require that a decision by an
agency head to commit, obligate, or expend funds to a specific enti-
ty on the basis of such funding tables be based on merit-based se-
lection procedures in accordance with the requirements of section
2304(k) and 2374 of title 10, United States Code, and other applica-

ble provisions of law.
(H. Rept. 112-479; H. Rept. 112-479 Part 2; H. Rept. 112-705)
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H.R. 1339

TO DESIGNATE THE CITY OF SALEM, MASSACHUSETTS, AS THE
BIRTHPLACE OF THE NATIONAL GUARD OF THE UNITED STATES

H.R. 1339 was introduced on April 1, 2011, by Representative
John F. Tierney and was referred to the House Committee on
Armed Services. On March 28, 2012, Representative Todd Russell
Platts moved to consider H.R. 1339, as amended, under suspension
of the rules. The bill passed the House, as amended, by recorded
vote, 413—6, 4 present (Roll no. 141). On March 29, 2012, H.R. 1339
was received in the Senate, read twice, and referred to the Senate
Committee on Armed Services. On December 21, 2012, H.R. 1339
passed the Senate without amendment by unanimous consent. On
December 31, 2012, H.R. 1339 was presented to the President.

H.R. 1339 would designate Salem, Massachusetts, as the birth-
place of the National Guard. In addition, it would direct the Chief
of the National Guard Bureau to provide military ceremonial sup-
port at the dedication of any monument, plaque, or other official
recognition celebrating such designation, and would prohibit Fed-
eral funds from being used in connection with such recognition.

LEGISLATION REPORTED BY THE COMMITTEE ON
ARMED SERVICES

H. REs. 208

RESOLUTION DIRECTING THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE TO TRANSMIT
TO THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES COPIES OF ANY OFFICIAL DOC-
UMENT, RECORD, MEMO, CORRESPONDENCE, OR OTHER COMMUNICA-
TION OF THE DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE IN THE POSSESSION OF THE
SECRETARY OF DEFENSE THAT REFERS OR RELATES TO ANY CON-
SULTATION WITH CONGRESS REGARDING OPERATION ODYSSEY DAWN
OR NATO OPERATION UNIFIED PROTECTOR

H. Res. 208 was introduced by Representative Tom Cole on April
7, 2011, and referred to the Committee on Armed Services. The res-
olution, as introduced, would direct the Secretary of Defense to
transmit to the House of Representatives copies of any document,
record, memo, correspondence, or other communication of the De-
partment of Defense, or any portion of such communication, that
refers or relates to any consultation with Congress regarding Oper-
ation Odyssey Dawn or military actions in or against Libya.

On May 11, 2011, the Committee on Armed Services held a
markup session to consider H. Res. 208. The committee, a quorum
being present, ordered to be reported H. Res. 208, as amended, to
the House with a favorable recommendation by a voice vote. H.
Res. 208 was amended to direct the Secretary of Defense to trans-
mit to the House of Representatives, not later than 14 days after
the date of the adoption of such resolution, copies of any official
document, record, memo, correspondence, or other communication
of the Department of Defense in the possession of the Secretary of
Defense that was created on or after February 15, 2011, and refers
or relates to any of the following: (1) consultation or communication
with Congress regarding the employment or deployment of the
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United States Armed Forces for Operation Odyssey Dawn or North
Atlantic Treaty Organization Operation Unified Protector; and (2)
the War Powers Resolution and Operation Odyssey Dawn or Oper-
ation Unified Protector. Additionally, the title of H. Res. 208 was
amended. On May 12, 2011, H. Res. 208 was placed on the House
Calendar, Calendar No. 38. No further action has been taken.

(H. Rept. 112-77)

LEGISLATION NOT REPORTED BUT MANAGED BY THE COM-
MITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES ON THE FLOOR OF THE
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

H.R. 1246

TO REDUCE THE AMOUNTS OTHERWISE AUTHORIZED TO BE APPRO-
PRIATED TO THE DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE FOR PRINTING AND RE-
PRODUCTION

H.R. 1246 was introduced on March 29, 2011, by Representative
Allen B. West and was referred to the House Committee on Armed
Services. Within the committee, the bill was referred to the Sub-
committee on Readiness. Chairman J. Randy Forbes of the Sub-
committee on Readiness waived subcommittee consideration of
H.R. 1246, and Chairman Howard P. “Buck” McKeon waived full
committee consideration of the bill. On April 4, 2011, Representa-
tive West moved to consider H.R. 1246, as introduced, under sus-
pension of the rules. The bill passed the House by recorded vote,
393-0 (Roll no. 225). On April 5, 2011, H.R. 1246 was received in
the Senate, read twice, and referred to the Committee on Armed
Services. No further action has been taken.

H.R. 1246 would reduce by 10 percent the amount authorized to
be appropriated for fiscal year 2012 to the Department of Defense
for printing and reproduction.

H.R. 2278

TO LIMIT THE USE OF FUNDS APPROPRIATED TO THE DEPARTMENT OF
DEFENSE FOR UNITED STATES ARMED FORCES IN SUPPORT OF
NORTH ATLANTIC TREATY ORGANIZATION OPERATION UNIFIED PRO-
TECTOR WITH RESPECT TO LIBYA, UNLESS OTHERWISE SPECIFICALLY
AUTHORIZED BY LAW

H.R. 2278 was introduced on June 22, 2011, by Representative
Thomas J. Rooney and was referred to the House Committee on
Armed Services. Pursuant to the provisions of H. Res. 328, H.R.
2278 was considered in the House under a closed rule on June 24,
2011. H. Res. 328 provided 1 hour of debate on H.R. 2278 equally
divided and controlled by the chair and ranking minority member
of the Committee on Armed Services. The resolution waived all
points of order against consideration of H.R. 2278 as well as provi-
sions in H.R. 2278, and provided that H.R. 2278 shall be considered
as read. On June 24, 2011, passage of H.R. 2278 failed in the
House by recorded vote, 180-238 (Roll no. 494).

H.R. 2278 would prohibit, unless otherwise specifically author-
ized by law, funds appropriated or otherwise available to the De-
partment of Defense from being obligated or expended for U.S.
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Armed Forces in support of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization
Operation Unified Protector with respect to Libya, except for: (1)
search and rescue; (2) intelligence, surveillance, and reconnais-
sance; (3) aerial refueling; and (4) operational planning.

H.J. REs. 68

AUTHORIZING THE LIMITED USE OF THE UNITED STATES ARMED
FORCES IN SUPPORT OF THE NATO MISSION IN LIBYA

H.J. Res. 68, Authorizing the limited use of the United States
Armed Forces in support of the NATO mission in Libya, was intro-
duced on June 22, 2011, by Representative Alcee L. Hastings and
was referred to the Committee on Foreign Affairs, and in addition
to the Committee on Armed Services, for a period to be subse-
quently determined by the Speaker, in each case for consideration
of such provisions as fall within the jurisdiction of the committee
concerned.

Pursuant to the provisions of H. Res. 328, H.J. Res. 68 was con-
sidered in the House under a closed rule on June 24, 2011. The res-
olution provided for 1 hour of debate on H.J. Res. 68 with 40 min-
utes equally divided and controlled by the chair and ranking mi-
nority member of the Committee on Foreign Affairs and 20 minutes
equally divided and controlled by the chair and ranking minority
member of the Committee on Armed Services. The resolution
waived all points of order against consideration of H.J. Res. 68 as
well as all provisions in H.J. Res. 68. On June 24, 2011, passage
of H.J. Res. 68 failed in the House by recorded vote, 123-295 (Roll
no. 493).

H. REs. 292

DECLARING THAT THE PRESIDENT SHALL NOT DEPLOY, ESTABLISH, OR
MAINTAIN THE PRESENCE OF UNITS AND MEMBERS OF THE UNITED
STATES ARMED FORCES ON THE GROUND IN LIBYA, AND FOR OTHER
PURPOSES

H. Res. 292 was introduced on June 2, 2011, by Speaker John
Boehner, and was referred to the Committee on Foreign Affairs,
and in addition to the Committee on Armed Services, for a period
to be subsequently determined by the Speaker, in each case for
consideration of such provisions as fall within the jurisdiction of
the committee concerned. Pursuant to the provisions of H. Res.
294, H. Res. 292 was considered under a closed rule by the House
on June 3, 2011. H. Res. 294 waived all points of order against con-
sideration of H. Res. 292, and provided for 1 hour of debate, with
40 minutes equally divided and controlled by the chair and ranking
minority member of the Committee on Foreign Affairs and 20 min-
utes equally divided and controlled by the chair and ranking mi-
nority member of the Committee on Armed Services. On June 3,
2011, H. Res. 292 was agreed to in the House by recorded vote,
268-145-1 (Roll no. 441).



39
OVERSIGHT ACTIVITIES

Pursuant to clause 1(d) of rule XI of the Rules of the House of
Representatives, described below are actions taken and rec-
ommendations made with respect to specific areas and subjects
that were identified in the oversight plan for special attention dur-
ing the 112th Congress, as well as additional oversight activities
not explicitly enumerated by the oversight plan.

POLICY ISSUES

NATIONAL DEFENSE STRATEGY, NATIONAL MILITARY STRATEGY, AND
RELATED DEFENSE PoOLICY ISSUES

During the 112th Congress, the committee has continued its tra-
ditional interest in the broad spectrum of national security chal-
lenges facing the United States and how the Nation might best pre-
pare itself to face such challenges in the near- and long-term. The
conference report accompanying H.R. 4310, the National Defense
Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2013, is a key mechanism
through which Congress fulfills one of its primary responsibilities
as enumerated in the U.S. Constitution. H.R. 4310 includes the
large majority of the findings and recommendations resulting from
the committee’s oversight activities in the current year, as in-
formed by the experience gained over the previous decades of the
committee’s existence.

H.R. 4310 reflects the committee’s steadfast support of the coura-
geous, professional, and dedicated men and women of the U.S.
Armed Forces and the committee’s appreciation for the sacrifices
they make to accomplish their required missions. Events of the last
two years, ranging from on-going operations in the Islamic Repub-
lic of Afghanistan, to support for Operation Odyssey Dawn in
Libya, robust counter-terrorism efforts around the globe, and time-
sensitive disaster and humanitarian responses, serve to highlight
the U.S. military’s flexibility and responsiveness in defending the
Nation’s interests and addressing security challenges, wherever
and whenever they may arise. The committee understands that the
capabilities of the Armed Forces are underpinned by the dedicated
civilian employees of the Department of Defense and the Depart-
ment of Energy’s National Nuclear Security Administration, as well
as the defense industrial base. Each of these elements is required
to enable the U.S. military to be the guarantor of peace and eco-
nomic security that it has been for generations.

The committee is committed to providing full authorization for
the funding required for the readiness of our military; to enhance
the quality of life of military service members and their families;
to sustain and improve the Armed Forces; and to properly safe-
guard the national security of the United States. H.R. 4310 ensures
our troops deployed in Afghanistan and around the world have the
equipment, resources, authorities, training, and time needed to suc-
cessfully complete their missions and return home; provides
warfighters and their families with the resources and support they
need, deserve, and have earned; invests in the capabilities and
force structure needed to protect the United States from current
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and future threats; and mandates fiscal responsibility, trans-
parency and accountability within the Department of Defense.

In January 2012, the President and the Secretary of Defense re-
leased new strategic guidance for the Department of Defense. The
new guidance is intended to be consistent with the anticipated
funding available for national defense during the next 10 years.
The committee held a series of staff briefings and member-level
briefings to further explore the evolution of U.S. defense strategies
and budgets, including a closed briefing on February 2, 2012, on
“New Strategic Guidance for the Department of Defense.” The com-
mittee sought to ensure that H.R. 4310 was fully informed by the
new defense strategy and that appropriate resources were applied
to fulfill such a strategy.

Furthermore, the committee continued its oversight of the appli-
cation of defense sequestration in accordance with the terms of the
Budget Control Act of 2011 (Public Law 112-25). Unless resolved
by a subsequent act of Congress, sequestration would result in
automatic cuts to the budget of the Department of Defense, begin-
ning in January 2013, and would obviate the new defense strategic
guidance. As the committee explored the potential impacts of se-
questration to national defense and the defense industrial base
over the last year, the committee focused its most recent oversight
efforts on understanding the mechanics of sequestration. To that
end, on March 27, 2012, the committee held a closed briefing on
“Mechanisms of Sequestration and its Effect on Defense Oper-
ations.” The committee also convened two hearings, entitled, “Se-
questration Implementation Options and the Effects on National
Defense”, to better understand how the Administration and indus-
try would choose to implement sequestration. The first was con-
vened with an industry panel on July 18, 2012. The second hearing
included witnesses from the Office of Management and Budget and
the Department of Defense and was held on August 1, 2012. Fol-
lowing the release of the report required by the Sequestration
Transparency Act of 2012, the committee held a final hearing on
sequestration with the Department of Defense, entitled, “Depart-
ment of Defense Plans for Sequestration: The Sequestration Trans-
parency Act of 2012 Report and the Way Forward”.

EQUIPMENT, RESOURCES, AUTHORITIES, TRAINING, AND TIME TO
ACCOMPLISH MISSIONS

The committee considers it critical that the capabilities and ca-
pacity of the Armed Forces continue to improve so they can accom-
plish the full range of diverse missions in the 21st century, mini-
mize risks associated with such challenges, and effectively engage
in hostilities, when necessary, as far from American shores as pos-
sible. Thus, a top priority remains ensuring that military personnel
receive the best equipment, weapons systems, and training pos-
sible. The conference report accompanying H.R. 4310, the National
Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2013, provides for both
near- and longer-term military personnel and force structure re-
quirements.

The National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2012
(Public Law 112-81) reaffirmed the military’s authority to detain
terrorists who are part of or substantially supporting Al Qaeda, the
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Taliban, or associated forces. The conference report accompanying
H.R. 4310, through the incorporation of language from the Right to
Habeas Corpus Act, affirms that any person detained in the United
States pursuant to the Authorization for Use of Military Force has
the right to challenge the legality of their detention. The measure
also includes several additional provisions to strengthen detention
policies and procedures.

Additionally, the committee remains concerned about the actions
of the Islamic Republic of Iran. The committee is discouraged by
Iran’s continuing commitment to its nuclear weapon program in
spite of increasing international pressure and sanctions. Therefore,
the conference report accompanying H.R. 4310 clarifies that the
United States should be prepared to take all necessary measures,
including military force if required, to prevent Iran from threat-
ening the United States, its allies, or its neighbors with a nuclear
weapon. Moreover, the conference report on H.R. 4310 would direct
the Secretary of Defense to ensure that the next report required
under section 482, title 10, United States Code, includes a discus-
sion of the operational readiness, military exercises, and resource
requirements associated with U.S. Central Command’s ability to
respond to a full range of contingencies involving Iran. Similarly,
the conference report also would require the Secretary of Defense
to evaluate the gaps in the military capabilities of members of the
Gulf Cooperation Council to ensure its allies have appropriate ca-
pabilities to deter and defend against Iran, as well.

The committee is also increasingly concerned about instability on
the Korean peninsula, particularly given new leadership within the
Democratic People’s Republic of Korea. The committee is also con-
cerned about the two North Korean missile launches conducted in
April and December, 2012. Therefore, the committee extended the
requirement for a detailed report on the military and security de-
velopments involving North Korea in order to more accurately as-
sess U.S. capabilities required in the western Pacific.

As in previous years, the committee continues to address the De-
partment of Defense’s global train and equip authorities, to ensure
that the United States has willing and capable partners in the
global war on terrorism and radical extremism.

Additionally, the committee is aware that the ballistic missile
threat continues to increase both qualitatively and quantitatively.
As described elsewhere in this report, the conference report accom-
panying H.R. 4310 would further address these concerns. Likewise,
the committee believes that a credible and reliable nuclear deter-
rent has been fundamental to U.S. security for decades and will
continue to be for the foreseeable future. The committee addressed
these issues as well in the conference report accompanying H.R.
4310, as described elsewhere in this report.

FORCE PROTECTION

The committee continued to emphasize force protection as a high
priority issue for special oversight, focusing on areas having direct
impact on the safety of military personnel engaged in operations in
the Republic of Iraq and the Islamic Republic of Afghanistan. The
objective of committee activity was to expedite the promulgation of
policies and the fielding of technology and equipment to prevent
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and/or reduce combat casualties. In Iraq and Afghanistan, focus
areas included but were not limited to: effective requirements gen-
eration and test and evaluation procedures; family of mine resist-
ant ambush protected (MRAP) vehicle production and fielding to
include underbody improvement kits; adequate, effective, and prop-
erly resourced quantities of body and vehicle armor; effective
counter improvised explosive device (IED) equipment throughout
the force; persistent surveillance in support of ground operations,
particularly prevention of IED emplacement; solutions to counter
the IED threat to dismounted forces; capabilities to counter indi-
rect fires; and personal equipment that mitigates traumatic brain
injury.

During the 112th Congress, the committee, through formal activ-
ity to include hearings, classified briefings, and interaction with
Government Accountability Office (GAO) auditors, continued to
maintain rigorous oversight of the Joint IED Defeat Organization
(JIEDDO), the Department of Defense’s (DOD) focal point for the
battle against IEDs, during the 112th Congress. To date, Congress
has provided approximately $25.0 billion to JIEDDO to address the
IED threat through JIEDDO’s three main objectives: attacking the
network, defeating the device, and training the force. The com-
mittee continued to examine and provide oversight on JIEDDO’s
current roles and missions, operational functions, organizational
and force structure requirements, and current metrics for meas-
uring success against countering the IED threat. The committee
paid particular attention to whether JIEDDO has rectified pre-
viously identified deficiencies to include a lack of rigor in internal
management and reporting, questions surrounding their reporting
structure to the Deputy Secretary of Defense, and JIEDDO’s over-
all effectiveness in transferring counter-IED (C-IED) technologies
to the military services, and why JIEDDO is not actively leading
all DOD C-IED efforts. The committee continued to work with
JIEDDO and the GAO to require DOD development of a com-
prehensive counter-IED program database that would effectively
track and manage all DOD counter-IED efforts. Further, the com-
mittee continued to receive monthly updates on JIEDDO’s financial
management and funding rates of obligation and execution. Com-
mittee staff also visited the JIEDDO Counter-IED Operations/Intel-
ligence Center to continue oversight activities and review potential
duplication of effort in this area. Committee staff also attended the
JIEDDO led interagency Homemade Explosive Material Task Force
meetings.

The committee continued to have concerns regarding the Depart-
ment’s ability to effectively combat and counter the IED threat,
specifically in the Islamic Republic of Afghanistan. During the
112th Congress, the committee focused on activities and solutions
being developed, procured, and fielded to address the IED threat in
dismounted operations. In the committee report (H. Rept. 112-78)
accompanying the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal
Year 2012, the committee indicated that the number of dismounted
operations conducted by U.S. and coalition forces continued to rise
in the Islamic Republic of Afghanistan. The committee noted that
although overall enemy IED effectiveness decreased since October
2010, primarily due to early detection from dismounted forces, the
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severity of casualties increased when a dismounted IED effective
attack occurred. The committee cited DOD efforts to mitigate the
IED threat to dismounted forces as a top priority. The committee
continued to receive monthly updates on the Department of De-
fense’s efforts to mitigate the IED threat to dismounted operations.

The National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2012
(Public Law 112-81) authorized $2.5 billion for JIEDDO and con-
tinued to require the Director of JIEDDO to report to the congres-
sional defense committees on monthly obligation rates.

H.R. 4310, the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal
Year 2013, as passed by the House, would authorize $1.9 billion,
the full amount requested for JIEDDO in the Joint IED Defeat
Fund (JIEDDF). H.R. 4310 would also broaden the scope of month-
ly reporting requirements to improve the committee’s ability to con-
duct oversight, and would also authorize the Secretary of Defense,
in concurrence with the Secretary of State, to use funds from
JIEDDO’s fund for the purposes of monitoring, disrupting, and
interdicting the movement of explosive precursors from a country
that borders Afghanistan to locations within Afghanistan.

The conference report accompanying H.R. 4310 included a provi-
sion that would recommend $1.8 billion for JIEDDO, a $100.0 mil-
lion reduction based on efficiencies generated by JIEDDO. In the
same provision the conferees also directed to make available to the
Secretary of Defense not more than $15.0 million from the JIEDDF
to provide training, equipment, services, and supplies to the Gov-
ernment of Pakistan for the purposes of countering the flow of IED
chemical precursors from Pakistan into locations in Afghanistan, or
the Secretary of Defense may transfer these funds to the head of
another Department or agency of the United States to be adminis-
tered by that Department or agency for the specific purpose of
countering the flow of IED chemical precursors from Pakistan into
Afghanistan. As part of this expanded authority, the Secretary of
Defense is required to notify Congress 15 days prior to obligating
any funds and provide details on the specific training, equipment,
services, and supplies to be provided to the Government of Paki-
stan, as well as include an evaluation of the effectiveness of efforts
by the Government of Pakistan to counter the flow of IED chemical
precursors into Afghanistan. The conference report accompanying
H.R. 4310 included a provision that would direct the Secretary of
Defense, in consultation with the appropriate Department of De-
fense elements, conduct comprehensive assessments of the training
and intelligence operation activities of JIEDDO and identify any
areas of duplication and make a determination of whether this du-
plication is necessary for mission success.

The committee continued to devote substantial attention to the
oversight of individual body armor and personnel protection pro-
grams through: legislation; informal and formal discussions with
the Office of the Secretary of Defense, Army and Marine Corps sen-
ior leadership; briefings and hearings; coordination with GAO audit
teams; and other formal and informal activities. The committee
continued to maintain interest in: significant ergonomic and bal-
listic improvements to current body armor systems to include body
armor specifically designed for female service-members, pelvic pro-
tection and ballistic undergarments, combat helmet technology and
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ballistic protection for the face; advances in light-weight and flexi-
ble solutions; and improvements in non-ballistic, blast and blunt-
impact protection against traumatic brain injury. The committee
continued to encourage standardization, fidelity, and transparency
in body armor test and evaluation procedures and encouraged the
validation of operationally realistic performance specification re-
quirements.

In the committee report (H. Rept. 112-479) accompanying the
National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2013, the com-
mittee directed the Department of Defense to adequately plan, pro-
gram, and budget for body armor and personnel protection pro-
grams across the Future Years Defense Program. The committee
also noted concerns regarding the Department’s ability to ade-
quately sustain this critical industrial base. In H. Rept. 112-479,
the committee directed the Secretary of the Army to brief congres-
sional committees within six months about the Army’s progress on
protective equipment for female soldiers, and to conduct an assess-
ment as to whether there is an operational need to tailor body
armor for the unique physical requirements of female soldiers. The
committee also noted that maintaining a cost-effective body armor
industrial base sufficient to meet strategic objectives should con-
tinue to be an important consideration when developing current
and future acquisition strategies for all body armor components.

H.R. 4310 would authorize $227.0 million for fiscal year 2013,
the full amount requested for body armor. The conference report
accompanying H.R. 4310 would direct $227.0 million for body
armor activities, the full amount requested for body armor.

GLOBAL WAR ON TERRORISM AND EMERGING THREATS

The committee conducted extensive oversight, often in classified
form, over terrorism issues and emerging threats, with particular
attention given to special operations capabilities, the changing na-
ture of Al Qaeda’s organization and operations, and efforts to build
partner nation counter-terrorism capability. The committee held re-
lated hearings including on June 22, 2011, the evolution of the ter-
rorist threat since 9/11, and on March 27, 2012, on understanding
future irregular warfare challenges, and, July 11, 2012 on The Fu-
ture of U.S. Special Operations Forces. Members received testi-
mony on Special Operations Forces and emerging threats from Ad-
miral Eric Olson, Commander, U.S. Special Operations Command
(USSOCOM) duringthe fiscal year 2012 USSOCOM posture hear-
ing on March 3, 2011, and from Admiral William McRaven, Com-
mander, U.S. Special Operations Command during the fiscal year
2013 SOCOM posture hearing on March 7, 2012.

Committee members and staff made numerous trips to countries
impacted by terrorism, to include areas where U.S. forces are en-
gaged in combat operations to understand the resources leveraged
against terrorism and other emerging threats, the authorities ap-
plied in these efforts, and the Department of Defense’s interaction
with its interagency and international partners. Additionally, the
committee received a classified briefing on the Osama Bin Laden
raid on May 4, 2011; a classified briefing on Al Qaeda on October
4, 2011, a classified briefing on counter-terrorism Policy and initia-
tives in Yemen, Somalia, and the region on November 17, 2011; a
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classified briefing on global counter-terrorism operations on March
4, 2012; and a classified briefing on global counter-terrorism oper-
ations on June 7, 2012.

The subcommittee also assisted the full committee with several
hearings and briefings on emerging threats and terrorism, includ-
ing; a classified briefing on intelligence and operations in Syria and
Egypt on June 28, 2012; a classified briefing on Intelligence Sup-
port to the Warfighter on July 10, 2012; a classified hearing on dis-
closures of national security information and impact on military op-
erations on July 19, 2012; a classified update briefing on events in
Libya on September 19, 2012; and a classified update briefing on
the attack in Benghazi, Libya on November 29, 2012; and a hear-
ing on the evolving security situation in the Democratic Republic
of Congo and implications for U.S. national security.

Additionally, committee members and staff exercised oversight of
and received classified briefings on current counterterrorism oper-
ations and activities with the Office of the Secretary of Defense for
Special Operations and Low Intensity Conflict, the Deputy Director
for Special Operations of the Joint Staff, and the intelligence com-
munity.

H.R. 1540, as passed by the House, contained several provisions
related to terrorism, emerging threats, building partnership capa-
bilities, and counter-proliferation to include: a provision to modify
and extend authority provided under section 1206 of the National
Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2006 (Public Law 109—
163) to build the capacity of foreign military forces; a provision to
extend authority provided under section 1233 of the National De-
fense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2008 (Public Law 110-181)
to reimburse certain coalition nations for support provided to U.S.
military operations; a provision requiring the Department of State
to determine if Boko Haram qualifies for Foreign Terrorist Organi-
zation status; a provision authorizing an increase in the number of
National Guard Civil Support Teams; and several provisions direct-
ing reports on military capabilities of nations such as the People’s
Republic of China and the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea
and on the national security risk posed by U.S. Federal debt held
by China. Additionally, recognizing terrorist use of cyberspace to
conduct terrorist operations against U.S. forces, the committee in-
cluded a provision that would affirm the authority for the Secretary
of Defense to conduct military activities in cyberspace.

Public Law 112-81 affirmed the authority for the Secretary of
Defense to conduct military activities in cyberspace; and extended
the authority for the Department of Defense to make rewards to
persons providing information and non-lethal aid to U.S. personnel
through September 30, 2013.

The Subcommittee on Emerging Threats and Capabilities con-
ducted detailed oversight of specific issues related to special oper-
ations capabilities, counter-proliferation efforts, and counter-insur-
gency and unconventional warfare operations. Further details on
these subcommittee activities are provided elsewhere in this report.

The committee included several legislative provisions related to
the global war on terrorism and emerging threats in the conference
report accompanying H.R. 4310, including an additional $159.0 mil-
lion to fulfill a critical unfunded requirement identified by the
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Commander, U.S. Special Operations Command for high-definition
intelligence, surveillance, and reconnaissance capabilities; a provi-
sion that would authorize $50.0 million to enhance and expand in-
telligence, surveillance, and reconnaissance support to Operation
Observant Compass, the Department’s ongoing operation to sup-
port central African forces conducting operations against the Lord’s
Resistance Army; an extension of authority for the North Atlantic
Treaty Organization Special Operations Forces Headquarters
through 2015; and extension of authority to make rewards for com-
bating terrorism; and a reporting requirement on Special Oper-
ations Forces shallow water combat submersible program to en-
hance undersea mobility capabilities.

(HAS.C. 112-14; HAS.C. 112-123; H.A.S.C. 112-112; and
H.A.S.C. 112-139)

DETAINEE POLICY, MILITARY COMMISSIONS, AND RELATED MATTERS

The committee continued to conduct extensive oversight over de-
tainee policy, military commissions, and related matters. The com-
mittee conducted numerous briefings regarding detainee policy.
While much of the committee’s oversight of detainee issues was
conducted in classified form and cannot be addressed in this report,
committee members and staff generally focused on issues relating
to the legal authorities under which detention operations are un-
dertaken, policies regarding future captures, re-engagement
amongst former detainees, and detention operations in the Islamic
Republic of Afghanistan. There were numerous legislative provi-
sions relating to detainee policy in the conference report accom-
panying H.R. 4310. Specifically, the conference report includes pro-
visions that would affirm constitutional rights; prohibit the use of
funds to construct or modify facilities in the United States to house
Guantanamo detainees; prohibit transfers or releases of Guanta-
namo and certain other detainees to the United States; require rig-
orous certification requirements for certain transfers or releases of
Guantanamo detainees elsewhere overseas; require reports on re-
cidivism of former Guantanamo detainees, as well as detainees in
Afghanistan; require notice and a report on the use of naval vessels
for purposes of detention; and require notice before transfer of
third country national detainees in Afghanistan.

ASIA

The Department of Defense’s new strategic guidance recognizes
the importance of the Asia-Pacific region to the economic and secu-
rity interests of the United States. Two of the world’s four largest
economies are in the region and approximately 40 percent of the
world’s trade passes through the Strait of Malacca. Regional sta-
bility and open sea lanes of communication are vital to the global
and U.S. economies. The committee supports the renewed focus on
the Asia-Pacific region, but continues to request further detail on
the strategy, including how each of the services will support the
strategy and ensure the needs of the combatant commander to re-
spond to crises are fulfilled.

The committee focused its oversight on the strategic re-balancing
to the Asia-Pacific region in the conference report accompanying
H.R. 4310. The committee held a briefing on July 8, 2012, on the
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Department of Defense’s annual report on military and security de-
velopments involving the People’s Republic of China. The con-
ference report on H.R. 4310 included a provision that would require
the Secretary of Defense to submit a report on the military re-
sources necessary to execute the U.S. force posture in the Asia-Pa-
cific region. In the conference report on H.R. 4310, the conferees
also included a provision that would modify the requirements for
the “Annual Report on Military and Security Developments Involv-
ing the People’s Republic of China,” adding assessments of space
and cyber strategies, goals, and capabilities of the People’s Libera-
tion Army. The conference report would also require the Secretary
of Defense to submit a second report on the military and security
developments involving the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea,
which would be due on November 1, 2013. The conference report
also included two provisions that would express the sense of Con-
gress regarding recent developments regarding the Senkaku Is-
lands in the East China Sea, as well as the growing shortfall of
Taiwan’s fighter aircraft capabilities. Finally the conference report
included a provision that would require the Chairman of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff, in consultation with the Commander, U.S. Pacific
Command, to submit to the congressional defense committees a re-
port on United States capabilities in relation to the People’s Repub-
lic of China and the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea.

CONTINENT OF AFRICA

The committee conducted regular oversight of the continent of
Africa, including numerous staff level briefings; a briefing, in closed
session, on intelligence and operations with respect to the situation
in Egypt; and two briefings, in closed session, on the attack in
Benghazi, Libya. In addition, the committee convened a public
hearing to gain a greater understanding of the evolving security
situation in the Democratic Republic of the Congo, which is de-
tailed elsewhere in this report.

In the conference report to accompany H.R. 4310, the committee
noted the efforts of the Department of Defense and U.S. Africa
Command, consistent with the Lord’s Resistance Army Disar-
mament and Northern Uganda Recovery Act of 2009 (Public Law
111-172), to assist the Ugandan People’s Defense Force as they
combat the Lord’s Resistance Army (LRA) and attempt to remove
or apprehend Joseph Kony. Additionally, the conferees provided
$50.0 million for additional intelligence, surveillance, and recon-
naissance (ISR) capability to aid in the removal or apprehension of
Joseph Kony. Also, the conference report placed sanctions on indi-
viduals and entities associated with the March 23rd rebel group,
which is contributing to the conflict in the Democratic Republic of
the Congo (DRC).

Additionally, in the conference report accompanying H.R. 4310,
the conferees authorized the Secretary of Defense, with the concur-
rence of the Secretary of State, to provide training, equipment, sup-
plies, and minor military construction to: (1) the Yemen Ministry
of Interior (MOI) Counterterrorism Unit (CTU); (2) the national
military forces, counterterrorism forces, and security agencies that
serve a similar defense function, and border security forces of
Djibouti, Ethiopia, and Kenya; and (3) the national military forces
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of nations participating in the African Union Mission in Somalia.
These funds would be for the purpose of conducting counterter-
rorism operations against al Qaeda in the Arabian Peninsula in
Yemen and other al Qaeda affiliates such as al Shabaab in East
Africa. Further, the authority permits the Secretary of Defense to
expend not more than $75.0 million in support of the Yemen MOI
CTU and not more than $75.0 million in support of forces con-
ducting counterterrorism operations in East Africa.

Finally, the committee focused oversight efforts towards the posi-
tioning of the U.S. Africa Command headquarters. In the com-
mittee report (H. Rept. 112-78) accompanying the National De-
fense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2012, the committee di-
rected the Secretary of Defense to conduct an analysis of the place-
ment of the headquarters of the U.S. Africa Command and to re-
port the findings to the congressional defense committees by April
1, 2012. The committee remains disappointed that the report has
not been provided to the committee, despite the committee granting
the Secretary of Defense an extension through July 1, 2012. The
committee also directed the Comptroller General of the United
States to conduct a comprehensive analysis of options for the per-
manent placement of the U.S. Africa Command headquarters. The
committee requested that the study consider locations both in the
United States and overseas, or a combination thereof.

SYRIA

The committee conducted regular oversight of the evolving secu-
rity situation in the Syrian Arab Republic, including staff level
briefings and a full committee hearing, described elsewhere in this
report. The committee also conducted a briefing, in closed session,
on intelligence and operations with respect to the conflict in Syria.

The conference report to accompany H.R. 4310 would require the
Secretary of Defense, the Secretary of State, and the Director of
National Intelligence to provide a report that leverages existing in-
telligence products to the House Committee on Armed Services, the
House Committee on Foreign Affairs, the House Permanent Select
Committee on Intelligence, the Senate Committee on Armed Serv-
ices, the Senate Committee on Foreign Relations, and Senate Select
Committee on Intelligence. The report would include an updated
assessment on:

(1) The opposition groups in Syria,

(2) The Government of Syria’s weapons stockpiles, and

(3) Current activities to provide assistance to Syria’s political op-
position. Additionally, the conference report would require an addi-
tional report on military activities to deny or significantly degrade
the use of air power against civilian and opposition groups in Syria.

IRAN

The committee continued to conduct oversight of the growing
threat of the Islamic Republic of Iran to United States interests,
U.S. allies, and Iran’s neighbors posed by Iran’s pursuit of a nu-
clear weapon. A number of staff-level and member-level briefings
were held, including a classified briefing on security and economic
developments concerning Iran on January 18, 2012. Further, on
January 25, 2012, the committee held a briefing in closed session
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regarding ongoing Middle East intelligence and operations. As de-
scribed elsewhere in this report, additional hearings were held in
relation to Iran, including the testimony of the commander of U.S.
Central Command.

The conference report accompanying H.R. 4310 would assert that
the United States should be prepared to take all necessary meas-
ures, including military action if required, to prevent Iran from
threatening the United States, its allies, or Iran’s neighbors with
a nuclear weapon. In addition, the conference report would direct
the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, in consultation with the
appropriate geographic and functional combatant commanders, to
submit a report to Congress regarding gaps in U.S. capabilities, ca-
pacity, authority, and intelligence relative to the Government of
Iran. Moreover, the conference report highlights readiness require-
ments with respect to U.S. forces in the region, due to the fact that
the committee has not received a quarterly update on U.S. forces
readiness since 2011, as required by section 482 of title 10, United
States Code. The conferees called on the Department to provide the
update on operational readiness, military exercises, and resource
requirements associated with U.S. Central Command’s ability to
respond to a full range of contingencies involving Iran, including its
threat to close the Straits of Hormuz, in the next quarterly readi-
ness report required by section 482 of title 10.

Finally, the conferees supported additional sanctions that rein-
forced the overall sanctions regime placed on the Government of
Iran by the United States. The conference report accompanying
H.R. 4310 would assert concern regarding human rights violations
by the Government of Iran on its people and outlines steps that the
United States should take to thwart Iran from furthering those
abuses and limiting the freedom of the people of Iran. Moreover,
the conference report on H.R. 4310 would place new sanctions, or
reinforce existing sanction authority, on individuals and entities
within certain sectors of the Iranian economy.

IRAQ

Although U.S. forces deployed to the Republic of Iraq are limited
to those associated with the Office of Security Cooperation in Iraq
(OSC-I), the committee continues to conduct oversight of the secu-
rity environment in the Republic of Iraq and the activities of OSC—
I. A number of staff-level briefings were conducted on this subject
as well as additional oversight during a hearing with the Com-
mander of U.S. Central Command, described elsewhere in this re-
port.

The conference report accompanying H.R. 4310 includes a provi-
sion that would specify that the Secretary of Defense, with the con-
currence of the Secretary of State, may use funds provided to OSC-
I to provide training in a non-operational, institutional environ-
ment to Iraqi Ministry of Defense personnel. The section would
limit the total funding authorized for OSC-I to $508.0 million for
fiscal year 2013.
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AFGHANISTAN AND PAKISTAN

The committee maintained two critical areas of focus with re-
spect to the Government of the Islamic Republic of Afghanistan
and the Islamic Republic of Pakistan, including:

(1) The efforts to disrupt, dismantle, and defeat Al Qaeda, and

(2) The transition of security responsibilities from the North At-
lantic Treaty Organization-led, international forces to the Afghan
National Security Forces (ANSF).

The committee conducted oversight activities such as staff and
member-level briefings, including briefings in closed session on
February 16, 2012 and August 2, 2012 on Afghanistan and Paki-
stan intelligence and operations and an update on transition in Af-
ghanistan respectively. Also, the committee held a briefing, in
closed session, on the Afghan Public Protection Force (APPF) on
June 27, 2012. The committee convened a number of public hear-
ings to complement oversight of current operations in Afghanistan,
which are detailed elsewhere in this report.

The conference report accompanying H.R. 4310, the National De-
fense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2013, contains a number of
authorities and mechanisms that further congressional oversight of
United States defense programs and policy in Afghanistan and
Pakistan. The conference report would reauthorize the Com-
manders’ Emergency Response Program (CERP), reintegration ac-
tivities in Afghanistan, the Afghan Infrastructure Fund (AIF), and
support to coalition forces. It also contains a permissive authority
for the Secretary of Defense, with concurrence from the Secretary
of State, to transfer of excess and non-excess defense articles in Af-
ghanistan to the Government of Afghanistan. The committee in-
cluded language that expressed support of the International Secu-
rity Assistance Force (ISAF) mission and the enduring strategic
partnership with the Government of Afghanistan. The committee
applauds the Department of Defense and ISAF for efforts to de-
velop the ANSF, including the Afghan National Army (ANA), and
Afghan National Police (ANP). Additionally, in the conference re-
port, the committee calls for a notification by the Secretary of De-
fense regarding Presidential-level decisions to change troop levels
in Afghanistan and requires an assessment in order to fully under-
stands the risk associated with a change in troop levels in Afghani-
stan. Likewise, the conferees noted that the U.S. military mission
in Afghanistan will evolve over the next several years as the ANSF
takes more responsibility for security and U.S. forces become more
limited in size and mission after 2014. Therefore, the conference re-
port accompanying H.R. 4310 would direct the Comptroller General
of the United States to study the nature and extent of Department
planning for the U.S. role in Afghanistan post—2014.

The conferees also expressed concern over Afghanistan’s control
of its border areas with Pakistan. The conferees encouraged the
United States and Pakistan to continue to improve partnership,
but also required the Secretary of Defense to certify key aspects of
the partnership with Pakistan before providing reimbursements
through the Coalition Support Fund (CSF). The conferees also ex-
pressed concern about Pakistan’s closure of the Ground Lines of
Communication (GLOC). The conference report accompanying H.R.
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4310 would extend the Pakistan Counterinsurgency Fund (PCF)
through fiscal year 2013 and limit the authority of the Secretary
of Defense to obligate or expend any funds made available to the
PCF during fiscal year 2013 until such time as the Secretary cer-
tifies key aspects of the relationship with Pakistan, such as co-
operation on improvised explosive devices (IEDs) and counterter-
rorism.

The conference report accompanying H.R. 4310 would extend the
existing limitations on Afghanistan Security Forces Fund (ASFF)
through fiscal year 2013. The committee remains concerned about
the rise in insider attacks against coalition forces, during 2012 as
compared to previous years. Therefore, the conference report in-
cludes additional reporting requirements regarding the trends re-
lating to such attacks and the efforts to provide improved force pro-
tection. Additionally, the conference report would impose a certifi-
cation and reporting requirement on the use of the Afghan Public
Protection Force (APPF), which includes, among other require-
ments, consistency in professional standards, biometric screening
and vetting, conduct, and dispute resolution.

Additionally, the conference report includes a provision that
would extend the authority for the Task Force Business Stability
Operations (TFBSO). The measure also would reduce the amount
of funds authorized for TFBSO to $93.0 million for fiscal year 2013.
However, this section allows for not more than $50.0 million of the
funds authorized to be appropriated for TFBSO to be obligated
until the Secretary of Defense provides a report on the implementa-
tion of the plan for transition of TEFBSO to the United States Agen-
cy for International Development (USAID).

Finally, the conference report to accompany H.R. 4310 would re-
quire a number of briefings and reports to ensure that the congres-
sional defense committees understand key aspects of the transition
in Afghanistan, including: a modification of the report on progress
toward stability in Afghanistan; an independent assessment of the
ANSF; a report on the peace and reintegration program in Afghani-
stan; briefings and review of the bilateral security agreement with
Afghanistan; a report on a strategy to achieve a secure presidential
election in Afghanistan in 2014; and a report on promoting the se-
curity of Afghan women and girls during the security transition
process in Afghanistan.

BUILDING PARTNERSHIP CAPACITY

The conference report accompanying H.R. 4310 included several
provisions covering the Department of Defense’s building partner-
ship capacity authorities. In Title X of the conference report, the
committee included provisions that would reauthorize several au-
thorities and reporting requirements dealing with Department of
Defense counternarcotics programs including programs in the Re-
public of Colombia and the Islamic Republic of Afghanistan. The
conference report to accompany H.R. 4310 included a provision that
would reauthorize section 1206 building partnership capacity au-
thority. The conference report would authorize a temporary author-
ity to build the capacity of counterterrorism forces in the Republic
of Yemen and East Africa, which would expire the earlier of date
on which the Global Security Contingency Fund (as established by
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section 1207 of Public Law 112 81) achieves full operational capa-
bility or on September 30, 2014. The conference report would also
limit the availability of funds for the National Guard Bureau’s
State Partnership Program until two reporting requirements are
submitted to Congress.

ORGANIZATION AND MANAGEMENT OF THE DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE

The committee continued to undertake a review of the organiza-
tion and management of the Department of Defense in order to en-
sure that it is properly postured to meet the complex and evolving
security threats of the 21st century. The committee examined the
need for changes to the organization and management of the De-
partment in light of the new defense strategic guidance issued in
January 2012. In particular, the committee remains concerned that
the Department of Defense’s recent focus on efficiencies without a
thorough business case analysis and risk assessment potentially
undermines the Department’s ability to appropriately plan and
budget for its total manpower requirements. In light of enacted
budget cuts to the Department of Defense and the new defense
strategic guidance, the committee believes it is more important
than ever to ensure any reductions to military or civilian end
strength are made only following a thorough review of the total
force. The committee believes that the Department of Defense
should aggressively undertake a more holistic look at its manpower
requirements in order to achieve the appropriate balance in its
total workforce. The committee notes that total force management
would improve manpower requirements, determination and plan-
ning to facilitate decisions on which sector is most appropriate to
perform the requirement with consideration of the distinct value of
each component, whether military, civilian, or contractor personnel.

TOTAL FORCE MANAGEMENT

The National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2012
(Public Law 112-81) directed the Department of Defense to shift its
focus from solely managing to budgetary targets and take a holistic
approach to its manpower requirements. The Secretary of Defense
was required to develop a total force management plan to establish
the balance of manpower to complete the Department’s mission in
consideration of the distinct role of each component of the plan, de-
pending on if military, civilian, or contractor personnel are in-
volved. The budget request for fiscal year 2013, however, did not
reflect this holistic approach. As a result, the committee has tasked
the Comptroller General of the United States to review and report
on the measures the Department is taking to balance its workforce
structure, the process the Department uses to identify its civilian
workforce requirements, the analysis the Department conducted in
order to identify core or critical functions and which personnel
should carry them out, the role of the Under Secretary of Defense
(Comptroller) in determining workforce levels, and how the defense
agencies and military departments used the inventory of contracted
services in inform their fiscal year 2013 and 2014 budget submis-
sions.
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In addition, the committee included a provision in H.R. 4310, the
National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2013, as passed
by the House, that would limit funding for certain other contracts
or other services until the Secretary of Defense certifies that the
collection of data for the purpose of developing an inventory of con-
tract services required by section 2330a of title 10, United States
Code, has begun. The committee received the inventory on August
27, 2012, and, as a result, the conference report accompanying H.R.
4310 would not include the limitation on funding. The inventory
delivered to the committee, however, was prepared in such as fash-
ion as to provide limited utility to decision-makers. The committee
remains concerned that the Department has failed to realize the
value of this information in light of current budgetary challenges
and continues to resist congressional direction to obtain, analyze
and act on data regarding the type, value and scope of its service
contracting activities.

Additionally, the conference report to accompany H.R. 4310
would direct the Comptroller General of the United States to study
the methodology the Department uses to determine the actual, rel-
evant, and quantifiable costs to taxpayers of work done by Federal
civilian employees, military personnel, and contractors. It also
would require a percentage reduction in the civilian and service
contractor employee workforce that is proportional to the reduction
in military end strength over a 5-year period, but stipulates that
it must be implemented in compliance with Total Force Manage-
ment statute and policy to ensure the Department of Defense sizes
its workforce in response to mission requirements and workload
and to mitigate against risks in operational readiness.

DEFENSE SUPPLY CHAIN MANAGEMENT

The committee remains concerned that the authority for critical
materials policy is diffused throughout the Department of Defense
into offices that inadequately oversee this policy. For example, sec-
tion 187 of title 10, United States Code, establishes a Strategic Ma-
terials Protection Board and charges the Board with identifying
and proposing risk mitigation steps for such materials, but the
Board has not met in accordance with statutory requirements and,
in its tenure, has only labeled one material as critical, despite the
reality of a complex global supply chain for many materials upon
which the Department of Defense relies. Likewise, the Defense Lo-
gistics Agency has done little to respond to the recommendations
from the Department’s April 2009 report “Reconfiguration of the
National Defense Stockpile Report to Congress”. The committee
also notes that the focus of the Office of Deputy Assistant Secretary
of Defense Manufacturing and Industrial Base Policy continues to
be on the capability and viability of original equipment manufac-
turers and prime contractors, to the exclusion of the raw materials
suppliers and other critical segments of the supply chain that sup-
port the defense industrial base. The committee believes that cen-
tralizing and focusing policy for supply of critical materials within
the greater industrial base strategy of the Department should aid
in mitigating some of the risk of supply chain interruption. There-
fore, the conference report accompanying H.R. 4310 includes a pro-
vision that would expand the role and responsibility of the Deputy
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Assistant Secretary for Manufacturing and Industrial Base Policy
and would restructure the Strategic Materials Protection Board in
order to create a balanced approach that looks at the supply chain
issues from the bottom up, and gives a top-down view from prime
contractors.

REQUIREMENTS DEVELOPMENT AND CERTIFICATION

The committee remains concerned that the Department of De-
fense lacks discipline and accountability in developing require-
ments for equipping the force. The committee is aware that this
weakness has led to cost and schedule overruns on many programs
and believes that requirements development is paramount to suc-
cessful acquisition outcomes. Therefore, the conference report ac-
companying H.R. 4310 includes a provision that would amend sec-
tion 153 of title 10, United States Code, to clarify the role of the
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff in identifying, assessing, and
approving military requirements to meet the national military
strategy, and in ensuring that life-cycle cost, schedule, and per-
formance objectives are achieved in the acquisition of material solu-
tions to meet such requirements. The provision would also amend
section 181 of title 10, United States Code, to clarify the role of the
Joint Requirements Oversight Council in assisting the Chairman of
the Joint Chiefs of Staff in these matters. Additionally, the provi-
sion would amend section 2547 of title 10, United States Code, to
clarify the role of the Chiefs of the Armed Forces in the develop-
ment and certification of requirements for equipping the Armed
Force concerned. The committee will closely monitor implementa-
tion of these changes.

NATIONAL SECURITY SPACE PROGRAMS

The committee has continued close oversight of national security
space programs and is concerned that space and ground segments
of multiple major defense acquisition programs are not sufficiently
synchronized. To place greater management focus on this issue, the
committee included a provision in H.R. 4310, the National Defense
Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2013, as passed by the House,
that would require the Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition,
Technology, and Logistics to submit an annual assessment of the
synchronization of satellite, ground, and user terminal segments of
space major defense acquisition programs.

The conference report accompanying H.R. 4310 includes a provi-
sion that would establish important oversight mechanisms for the
acquisition timelines of satellite, ground, and user terminal seg-
ments of space programs.

FISCAL RESPONSIBILITY AND EFFICIENCY

FiscAL RESPONSIBILITY, TRANSPARENCY, AND ACCOUNTABILITY

The committee scrutinized the Department of Defense’s budget
and identified inefficiencies to capture and reinvest savings into
higher national security priorities. The conference report accom-
panying H.R. 4310, the National Defense Authorization Act for Fis-
cal Year 2013, reflects the fact that the Nation must examine every
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aspect of the defense enterprise to find ways to accomplish the mis-
sion of providing for the common defense more effectively. During
the 112th Congress, in order to enhance the committee’s oversight
of fiscal responsibility within the Department of Defense and to
identify opportunities to prevent waste, fraud, and abuse, the com-
mittee established both the Panel on Defense Financial Manage-
ment and Auditability Reform and the Panel on Business Chal-
lenges within the Defense Industry, which examined the role of de-
fense regulations and the defense auditing agencies. The findings
of both panels have guided the committee’s consideration of legisla-
tion included in the conference report accompanying H.R. 4310.

FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT

The Comptroller General of the United States has consistently
identified the Department of Defense’s financial management as a
high-risk area since 1995. The Department’s inability to track and
account for billions of dollars in funding and tangible assets con-
tinues to undermine its management approach. It also creates a
lack of transparency that significantly limits congressional over-
sight. The Department’s inability to produce auditable financial
statements undermines its efforts to reform defense acquisition
processes and to realize efficiencies. Without these objective tools,
neither the Department nor Congress can verify that greater value
is being created. As a result, the committee continues to monitor
the Department’s efforts to implement the Financial Improvement
and Audit Readiness (FIAR) plan to correct the weaknesses in its
financial statements, including its efforts to meet the Secretary of
Defense’s goal of achieving audit readiness on the Statement of
Budgetary Resources by 2014, and monitor closely the interdepend-
encies between FIAR and the hundreds of millions of dollars being
spent on business systems modernization programs that the De-
partment has proposed to address its financial management prob-
lems. The National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2012
(Public Law 112-81) contained several provisions to strengthen the
Department’s financial management, improve the reliability of de-
fense financial statements, increase the competency of the financial
management workforce, and add additional requirements to the
FIAR plan. Public Law 112-81 also included a provision that di-
rected the Comptroller General to assess the extent to which the
Department is tracking and realizing savings proposed pursuant to
the Secretary’s efficiencies initiatives through fiscal year 2016. In
addition, the committee organized the Panel on Defense Financial
Management and Auditability Reform pursuant to Committee rule
5(a) to carry out a comprehensive review of the Department’s finan-
cial management system. The review was initiated to oversee the
Department’s financial management system’s capacity for providing
timely, reliable, and useful information for decision making and re-
porting. The panel performed a 6-month review, holding eight hear-
ings and two briefings, covering a broad range of issues in defense
financial management. It delivered its final findings and rec-
ommendations to the full committee on January 24, 2012. The pan-
el’s recommendations served as the basis for provisions included in
H.R. 4310, as passed by the House. The conference report accom-
panying H.R. 4310 contains a provision that would codify the goal
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previously established by the Secretary of Defense for validating
the statement of budgetary resources of the Department of Defense
as audit ready by the end of fiscal year 2014, provided that the
achievement of this goal will be affordable; it will not result in ex-
cessive one-time fixes and manual workarounds; and it will not
delay progress toward full audit readiness for the Department’s fi-
nancial statements.

ACQUISITION ISSUES

Acquisition System and Acquisition Policy

The committee continued its oversight of the Department of De-
fense’s process for reviewing and certifying requirements for major
defense acquisition programs, development of the acquisition work-
force, protection of strategic materials, and management of services
contracting. The committee continues to believe that competition in
procurement actions can reduce costs, improve contractor perform-
ance, and result in better products being delivered to our
warfighters. However, the committee has been provided little evi-
dence that the Department of Defense is introducing more competi-
tion in procurement and sustainment activities as required by the
Weapon Systems Acquisition Reform Act of 2009 (Public Law 111—
23) and the committee continues its oversight activities of competi-
tion, or lack thereof, through subcommittee activities related to
specific weapon systems. Furthermore, the conference report ac-
companying H.R. 4310 includes a provision that would require ac-
quisition officials to break out a major subsystem, and conduct a
separate competition for the subsystem where appropriate. The
committee believes that competition at the subsystem and sub-as-
sembly level will reduce costs, increase reliability, improve con-
tractor performance, and strengthen the industrial base.

In addition, the committee seeks to enhance the role of product
support managers for major weapon systems and therefore, the
conference report accompanying H.R. 4310 includes a provision
that would require the use of advanced predictive analysis tech-
nologies to improve material availability and reliability, increase
operational availability rates, and reduce operation and
sustainment costs of major weapon systems.

Furthermore, the committee continues to remain concerned about
the risk of counterfeit parts in the defense supply chain and, in
particular, the risk posed by growing obsolescence of parts required
by many of our aging weapon systems. Section 818 of the National
Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2012 (Public Law 112—
81) took steps to reduce the presence, and associated risks, of coun-
terfeit electronic parts in the supply chain. The committee built on
this effort in the conference report accompanying H.R. 4310 by in-
cluding a provision that would modify contractor responsibilities in
detecting and avoiding counterfeit electronic parts in the defense
supply chain.

Rapid Acquisition Authority and Joint Urgent Operational Needs
Process

The committee continued its oversight of the urgent operational
needs (UONS) and rapid acquisition processes across the Depart-
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ment of Defense and the military services. The committee contin-
ued to engage the Office of the Secretary of Defense and the mili-
tary services with formal requests for information regarding the
processes used to address UONS through official correspondence
and classified briefings. At the request of the committee, the Gov-
ernment Accountability Office (GAO) has completed a number of
reviews of Department of Defense rapid acquisition, quick reaction,
and counter-improvised explosive device (C-IED) programs. In each
review, GAO concluded that the Department does not have a com-
prehensive policy or process to oversee the variety of programs and
projects established to respond to urgently needed capabilities re-
quested by the warfighter in overseas contingency operations.

Section 902 of H.R. 4310, the National Defense Authorization Act
for Fiscal Year 2013, as passed by the House, would require the
Secretary of Defense to designate a senior official to be the focal
point within Department to lead its urgent operational needs and
rapid acquisition efforts. This official would ensure that all tools
and mechanisms are being used to track, monitor, and manage the
status of urgent operational needs, from validation through the
transition, including a formal feedback mechanism or channel for
the military services to provide feedback on how well fielded solu-
tions met urgent operational needs. Section 831 expanded the scope
of the ongoing comprehensive bottom-up review required by section
804 of the Ike Skelton National Defense Authorization Act for Fis-
cal Year 2011 (Public Law 111-383) of the Department’s rapid ac-
quisition processes used for fulfilling urgent operational needs.

Furthermore, in the report (H. Rept. 112-479) accompanying
H.R. 4310, the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year
2013, the committee recommended consolidating programs and
processes established to rapidly develop and field solutions for
units in combat and combatant commands. The committee noted
that given the escalating budgetary challenges, the committee be-
lieves that it was and continues to be critical for the Department
to reevaluate the current processes for fulfilling its urgent needs
and whether there is potential to reduce duplication, fragmenta-
tion, and overlap to achieve increased efficiencies or cost savings,
or both. The committee will continue to work with the Department
and the military services to improve upon the rapid acquisition
process used to address urgent operational needs requests from the
warfighter. H.R. 4310, as passed by the House of Representatives,
would authorize $50.0 million for a joint urgent operational needs
fund, a reduction of $150.0 million from the fiscal year 2013 budget
request, because of the concerns noted by the committee in the cur-
rent process.

The committee also continued to urge the Secretary of Defense
to leverage previous efforts of the committee to take advantage of
the rapid acquisition authority provided to the Department of De-
fense as part of section 806(c) of the Bob Stump National Defense
Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2003 (Public Law 107-314), as
amended by section 811 of the Ronald W. Reagan National Defense
Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2005 (Public Law 108-375), and
section 803 Public Law 111-383, wherever necessary, in order to
guarantee that military personnel receive required equipment in a
timely manner. This authority provided the Secretary of Defense
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with $200.0 million in authority, per fiscal year, to waive any nec-
essary statutes for quick response to immediate warfighter capa-
bility requirements in response to combat fatalities.

The conference report accompanying H.R. 4310 would direct the
Secretary of Defense to designate a senior official to be the focal
point within the Department of Defense to lead the Department’s
urgent operational needs and rapid acquisition efforts. The provi-
sion also directs the Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition,
Technology, and Logistics, in coordination with the Vice Chairman
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, to develop additional guidance for Joint
Emergent Operational Needs (JEONs), and noted that in the ab-
sence of well-developed guidance along the same policy guidance
that governs the Joint Urgent Operational Needs process, the con-
ferees do not believe that rapid acquisition processes are an appro-
priate mechanism to meet requirements identified as JEONs.

Defense Industrial Base Matters

The committee is aware that the Deputy Assistant Secretary of
Defense for Manufacturing and Industrial Base Policy is under-
taking an effort to conduct a comprehensive, repeatable, and fact
based approach to mapping the defense industrial base. The “Sec-
tor-by-Sector, Tier-by-Tier” (S2T2) review is aimed at creating a
common taxonomy across multiple sectors of the industrial base to
better identify and quantify the defense industrial base. The com-
mittee is encouraged by this effort and believes that both the De-
partment of Defense and the industrial base will benefit from the
identification of early-warning indicators of risk, single points of
failure, and areas where the Department has an over-reliance on
foreign sourcing. The committee encourages the Secretary of De-
fense to expand efforts to identify and consider critical manufac-
turing capabilities across the various components of the industrial
base in the public and private sectors and to evaluate workload re-
quirements for sustaining critical activities across the industrial
base to support military operations. Therefore, in the conference re-
port accompanying H.R. 4310, the conferees recommend a provision
which would amend section 2501 of title 10, United States Code,
to require the Secretary of Defense to develop a national security
strategy for the technology and industrial base. The provision re-
quires that the strategy ensure the national technology and indus-
trial base is capable of supplying, equipping, and supporting the
force structure necessary to achieve the objectives set forth in the
national security strategy. The provision would also codify the re-
quirements of section 852(c) of the National Defense Authorization
Act for Fiscal Year 2012 (Public Law 112-81), relating to a strategy
for securing the defense supply chain and industrial base, within
section 2504 of title 10, United States Code. Finally, the provision
would amend section 2440 of title 10, United States Code, to clarify
that the national technology and industrial base strategy developed
pursuant to section 2501 of such title be considered in the develop-
ment and implementation of acquisition plans for each major de-
fense acquisition program.

Furthermore, based on the findings and recommendations of the
committee’s Panel on Business Challenges within the Defense In-
dustry, the conference report to accompany H.R. 4310 would in-
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clude several provisions regarding the defense industrial base and
the activities of the Department of Defense related to small busi-
nesses.

Information Technology

The committee continued its oversight of information technology
acquisition issues, to include implementation of section 804 of the
National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2010 (Public
Law 111-84). The committee scrutinized the Department of De-
fense’s plan for budget reductions and efficiencies initiatives, and
the impacts those changes would have on information technology
programs. As the military services are the primary acquirers of in-
formation technology systems, particular attention was given to
service information technology programs during the service posture
hearings and during other committee oversight activities.

The committee remains concerned about the projected dissolution
of the Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense (Networks & In-
formation Integration) and other information technology-related re-
alignment within the Department, and will continue to monitor De-
partment of Defense efforts to achieve efficiencies and leverage in-
formation technology.

The Subcommittee on Emerging Threats and Capabilities con-
ducted detailed oversight of specific programmatic issues related to
information technology. Further details on these subcommittee ac-
tivities are provided in the “Additional Oversight Activities of the
Subcommittees” section of this report.

Public Law 112-81 included a provision directing the Comp-
troller General of the United States to report on the major auto-
mated information system programs of the Department of Defense,
and a provision extending the Defense mentor-protégé program
through September 30, 2018; a provision updating and clarifying
the management of Department of Defense business systems; and
clarifying language for key milestones and definitions for business
information technology systems.

The committee included several legislative provisions related to
information technology in H.R. 4310, as passed by the House, to in-
clude: a provision that would direct a report on three-dimensional
integrated circuit manufacturing capabilities; a provision that
would direct the designation of a senior Department of Defense offi-
cial for enterprise resource planning system data conversion; a pro-
vision that would require a report on providing telecommunications
services to uniformed personnel transiting through foreign airports;
and a modification to the existing requirement on data center con-
solidation.

In the committee report accompanying H.R. 4310, the committee
also included several directives related to information technology,
including a briefing on design research to improve safety of health
information technology, a report on risk mitigation for enterprise
planning systems; and a report on testing of information system
controls for enterprise resource planning systems.

The conference report accompanying H.R. 4310 included several
provisions related to information technology, including the require-
ment to produce an implementation strategy for the Joint Informa-
tion Environment (JIE), as well as a personnel plan for how to staff
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and man the JIE, an assessment of the Army Distributed Common
Ground System, establishment of minimum standards for software
assurance for computer code procured or developed for the Depart-
ment, requirements for competition through an analysis and plan
to procure tactical data link systems, requirement for an inventory
of DOD software licenses, and a requirement for an assessment of
Dellaartment needs for potential large-scale software data analysis
tools.

Incentivizing Competition

The committee remains steadfast in its belief that competition
reduces costs, increases quality, and improves vendor performance.
For this reason, the conference report accompanying H.R. 4310 in-
cludes a provision that would require competition, or the option of
competition at the subcontractor level in the acquisition of major
subsystems or subassemblies on major defense acquisition pro-
grams. The conference report would also include several provisions
that are specifically aimed at fostering the defense industrial base
and increasing opportunities for small businesses in order to in-
crease competition.

Operational Contract Support and Capital Projects for QOverseas
Contingency Operations

Since engaging in military operations in the Islamic Republic of
Afghanistan and the Republic of Iraq over the past decade, the De-
partment of Defense has utilized a variety of contractors, contract
vehicles, authorities, and funds for operational contract support to
execute a variety of small- and large-scale services and reconstruc-
tion projects in support of military operations in Afghanistan and
Iraq. The committee continues its longstanding oversight efforts re-
garding operational contract support and believes that operational
contract support capabilities are critical to the success of current
and potential future contingency operations. The committee ac-
knowledges that the Department of Defense has undertaken a vari-
ety of efforts to improve these activities and is integrating contract
support into planning for future operations.

In the committee report (H. Rept. 112-479) accompanying the
National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2013, the com-
mittee noted that operational contract support and reconstruction
activities of the Department of Defense have faced substantial chal-
lenges. These challenges, as noted by many observers, including
the Commission on Wartime Contracting, the Special Inspector
General for Iraq Reconstruction, the Special Inspector General for
Afghanistan Reconstruction, the Government Accountability Office,
and the Department of Defense itself, occurred along the full spec-
trum of operational contract support and, at times, included the
failure to properly understand the operating environment and ac-
tors in that environment, a lack of transparency in the contracting
network, and inchoate or improperly defined requirements. In turn,
the committee noted that, at times, these challenges led to results
that undermined the desired effects of U.S. military operations,
such as the diversion of funds to enemy forces or corrupt actors and
the creation of perverse incentives for local actors to maintain in-
stability. The committee supported a vigorous effort to capture les-
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sons learned related to the full breadth of operational contract sup-
port. The committee further noted that past efforts to capture les-
sons learned were slowed by a lack of resources and insufficient in-
stitutional support. The committee believes that a joint force, com-
mander-centric, multi-disciplinary, holistic process is needed to
capture and ultimately codify effective solutions. Therefore, the
committee directed the Secretary of Defense to undertake an effort,
utilizing the National Defense University or another such edu-
cational institution of the Department of Defense, to capture les-
sons learned related to Department contract activities, such as
operational contract support, resource and financial management,
Commanders’ Emergency Response Program, and reconstruction
programs. The committee believes this effort should build upon al-
ready documented insights and observations, including but not lim-
ited to those challenges noted above, as well as successes of oper-
ational contract support efforts in Iraq and Afghanistan.

The conference report accompanying H.R. 4310 includes a provi-
sion that would extend authority to acquire products and services
produced in countries along a major route of supply to Afghanistan
through December 31, 2014. This provision would also expand the
authority to acquire products or services to be used by U.S. and co-
alition forces in Afghanistan, subject to a determination by the Sec-
retary of Defense that such products or services will be acquired
from a country that has agreed to allow the retrograde of coalition
personnel, equipment, and supplies from Afghanistan.

Additionally, the conference report accompanying H.R. 4310
would establish a requirement for future overseas contingency op-
erations in which the Department of Defense (DOD), the Depart-
ment of State (DOS), and the United States Agency for Inter-
national Development (USAID) conduct detailed assessments of the
necessity and sustainability of capital projects above certain speci-
fied cost thresholds prior to carrying out any such project. The Sec-
retary of Defense, the Secretary of State, or the Administrator of
USAID, as applicable, would be authorized to waive the limitations
of this section to initiate a project if the determination is made that
doing so is in U.S. national security, diplomatic, or humanitarian
interests; but a sustainability assessment would still have to be
conducted subsequently. The provision also would require detailed,
semi-annual reporting on each capital project.

The conference report also includes several provisions that would
strengthen and improve the Department’s planning, management,
oversight, and execution operational contract support, not only in
Afghanistan, but in any future contingency. The committee believes
that continued development of the acquisition workforce, as well as
professional military education related to operational contract sup-
port activities, is critical to reducing the kinds of fraud, waste, and
abuse that occurred in Iraq and Afghanistan.

Transfer of Technology and Export Control Reform

The committee is aware that many U.S. companies that partici-
pate in the defense industrial base are seeking to expand their
business in the global market. However, some of these transactions
and joint ventures may result in the transfer of U.S. defense tech-
nologies, such as fighter aircraft engine technologies, to foreign
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Governments and foreign militaries. While the legal framework to
address such technology transfers rests within current export con-
trol law and regulations, current law does not prevent the Sec-
retary of Defense from exercising due diligence to protect U.S. de-
fense technologies. Therefore, in the committee report (H. Rept.
112-479) accompanying the National Defense Authorization Act for
Fiscal Year 2013, the committee directs the Director, Defense Secu-
rity Service, in coordination with the Deputy Assistant Secretary of
Defense for Manufacturing and Industrial Base Policy, to conduct
an assessment of the impact of joint ventures related to the cleared
U.S. defense contractor community, and the potential for trans-
ference of U.S. technologies to another nation as a result of such
ventures and to provide findings from the assessment, along with
recommendations to reduce risk of transference of sensitive U.S.
technologies to foreign governments or foreign militaries.

Furthermore, the committee is aware of ongoing efforts to reform
the current U.S. export control system. While the committee sup-
ports efforts to reduce the complexity of the export control system
by improving efficiency, increasing transparency, and improving
inter-agency coordination, the committee remains steadfast in its
belief that any efforts at reform must be predicated on a full as-
sessment of the potential impact of the proposed reforms. In an ef-
fort to improve current export control processes for satellites and
related technologies, the committee included several provisions in
H.R. 4310, the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year
2013, as passed by the House on May 18, 2012. These provisions
would provide the President authority to remove commercial sat-
ellites and related components from the United Stated Munitions
List, consistent with the procedures in section 38(f) of the Arms Ex-
port Control Act (22 U.S.C. 2778(f)), provided the President deter-
mines that the transfer of such technology does not pose an unac-
ceptable risk to the national security of the United States. Further-
more, these provisions would expressly prohibit the transfer, re-
transfer or reexport of any commercial satellite or related compo-
nent to any person or entity of the People’s Republic of China,
Cuba, Iran, North Korea, Sudan, Syria or any other country that
would be denied export of defense articles under section 126.1 of
the International Trafficking of Arms Regulations.

The conference report accompanying H.R. 4310 repealed section
1513(a) of subtitle B of title XV of the Strom Thurmond National
Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1999 (Public Law 105—
261). The effect of this repeal would be that the satellites and re-
lated items that were on the Commerce Control List (CCL) on the
date of the enactment of Public Law 105-261 and, thereafter, were
transferred to the United States Munitions List pursuant to section
1513(a) and controlled under the Arms Export Control Act, may be
transferred back to the CCL, subject to certain determinations. The
conference report prohibits the export, transfer, re-transfer, or re-
export on commercial satellites and related items to China, Cuba,
Iran, North Korea, Sudan, Syria, or any other country under a U.S.
arms embargo pursuant to section 126.1 of the International Traf-
fic in Arms Regulations, and includes a Presidential waiver of the
prohibition to be consistent with other provisions of export control
law. The conference report also provides for a reporting require-



63

ment to certain congressional committees regarding efforts by cer-
tain countries to illicitly obtain satellites and related items.

OTHER POLICY ISSUES

INTELLIGENCE

The committee focused on several areas of oversight related to
intelligence activities of the Department of Defense. The committee
held numerous classified briefings to discuss intelligence activities,
with a particular emphasis on activities in support of ongoing hos-
tilities and the division of responsibilities and authorities between
the military and other components of the intelligence community.
Committee members and staff also made several trips overseas
during which military intelligence activities were evaluated.

The committee continued its efforts to ensure that the Depart-
ment of Defense has the resources and legal authorities needed to
provide effective and efficient intelligence support to military oper-
ations. On July 10, 2012, the committee convened a full committee
classified briefing on intelligence support to the warfighter. The
briefing covered intelligence support to the warfighter, including
organization, strategy, and investments in new initiatives.

The committee also focused on the impact of unauthorized disclo-
sures of classified information to military operations. On July 19,
2012, the committee conducted a closed hearing entitled “Disclo-
sures of National Security Information and Impact on Military Op-
erations.”

While much of the committee’s oversight of intelligence issues
was conducted in classified form and cannot be addressed in this
report, the committee continued its evaluations of the newly estab-
lished Defense Clandestine Service and of how Department of De-
fense intelligence programs are designated as part of either the
Military Intelligence Program or the National Intelligence Program
and efforts to reform guidelines related to these designations. The
conference report accompanying H.R. 4310 includes a limitation re-
garding expansion of the Defense Clandestine Service for fiscal
year 2013.

NATIONAL GUARD AND RESERVES

The committee continued its efforts to review the requirements
for full time support of the Reserve Component. Oversight visits
were made to National Guard state headquarters to discuss the
military technicians program. The committee is committed to work-
ing with the Administration to ensure the proper structure is
resourced to support an operational reserve force.

The committee conducted a hearing on July 27, 2011, to examine
the Reserve Components as an operational force and review poten-
tial legislative and policy changes to enhance the flexibility of the
services for continued use of the reserves. The committee remains
supportive of the operational reserve concept and will work to en-
sure that legislative and policy changes are broad enough to ensure
access and flexibility; but does not create the ability for the services
to over rely on the Reserves. The committee is also concerned with
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the ability to properly resource an operational reserves so it re-
mains a viable and ready force.

An initiative to make the Chief of the National Guard Bureau a
member of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and providing a Vice Chief of
Staff in the leadership of the Bureau was included in Public Law
112-81.

(H.A.S.C. 112-57)

READINESS

MILITARY READINESS

The Subcommittee on Readiness provided oversight of Depart-
ment of Defense military readiness, training, logistics, mainte-
nance, military construction, installations, family housing, and the
base closure and realignment process. The subcommittee also pro-
vided oversight on civilian personnel, energy security, and environ-
mental issues that affect the Department of Defense.

The committee visited numerous overseas bases to assess the
skills of assigned forces, the material condition of equipment, the
readiness of capabilities provided, and the appropriate application
of military construction in an overseas and sometimes contingency
environment. Specifically, the committee has extensively visited the
Islamic Republic of Afghanistan and examined U.S. Central Com-
mand’s plans to sustain operations in theater. The committee also
has continued to assess the logistics and readiness challenges fac-
ing the Department of Defense as it withdraws forces from the Is-
lamic Republic of Afghanistan and its ability to maintain a capable
force structure in theater to respond to emerging threats. Finally,
the committee continues to assess Department of Defense force
generation capabilities, its ability to return to full spectrum oper-
ations in a peacetime environment, and how military forces are
being aligned in accordance with the Department’s new strategic
guidance.

FORCE READINESS

The committee focused on the challenges facing the military serv-
ices to provide trained and ready forces for ongoing operations,
while maintaining capabilities to meet other commitments and to
posture the force for the long-term. Specifically, the committee held
hearings on the financial implications of another round of base clo-
sure and realignment actions, the Navy’s readiness posture, Army
and Marine Corps reset, and the price of energy security, Air Force
force structure reductions, the civilian workforce , and U.S. force
posture in the Pacific. The committee also examined the impact of
large proposed budget cuts to the Department of Defense and the
resulting challenges in maintaining readiness. The committee
found that overall readiness trends saw improvements in non-de-
ployed unit readiness, including equipment availability and condi-
tion, personnel, and training in fiscal year 2012. However, it con-
tinued to find areas of concern regarding the overall readiness of
the total force. The committee found that these shortfalls continue
to present an increased risk to national security if the military had
to respond quickly to emergent contingencies. Specifically, the com-
mittee found that these personnel challenges are especially acute
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in key categories such as warrant officers and certain enlisted spe-
cialties which have experienced shortages as the number of medi-
cally non-deployable personnel has increased. The committee di-
rected the Government Accountability Office (GAO) to review readi-
ness trends and identify key areas of concern. The committee has
explored through hearings, site visits, and formal briefings, how
these trends would be impacted by planned force structure reduc-
tions.

With the conclusion of operations in the Republic of Iraq and the
ongoing drawdown of operations in the Islamic Republic of Afghani-
stan, the committee anticipates a continuing realignment of funds
from the Department’s Overseas Contingency Operations request to
the operation and maintenance base budgets to better represent
normalized budget requirements, to accommodate training across
the full spectrum of conflict, and to reset war-torn equipment. How-
ever, the committee found reason to remain concerned about the
pace at which this transition is taking place and the risk associated
with the continued funding of enduring requirements outside of the
base budget. To address these issues, H.R. 4310, the National De-
fense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2013, would require the De-
partment of Defense to provide strategic guidance for non-standard,
enduring equipment such as mine resistant, ambush protected ve-
hicles (MRAPs) and a strategic training plan for operation and
sustainment of unmanned systems. The committee also included
provisions that encourage the Department to increase the cost-ef-
fectiveness of training by utilizing more modeling and simulation
and a requirement to develop a joint training strategy in an intel-
ligence, surveillance, and reconnaissance-denied environment.

The committee found that while readiness has increased, specifi-
cally within the Army, deployed readiness of ground forces has con-
tinued to be at the expense of non-deployed ground-force units. The
committee remains concerned about the number of non-deployed
units reporting that they are not ready for combat operations, or
would need additional time, personnel, and equipment to prepare
for deployment, and intends to hold additional hearings on how ad-
ditional force structure changes or budget cuts would further exac-
erbate force readiness levels. While the Army’s overseas contin-
gency budget decreased, the base budget increased to support the
reset of equipment that has been damaged or worn out through 10
years of demand, and also to support increased home-station train-
ing for full spectrum operations as the Army commits fewer units
to combat operations. Restoring equipment readiness is a key ele-
ment of the Army reset process. However, the committee remains
concerned about the Army’s ability to accurately forecast its total
reset liability and the amount of synchronization of reset needed
for current operations and those likely to be undertaken in the fu-
ture.

The committee also found through several briefings and hearings
that despite improvements in non-deployed unit readiness, several
shortfalls, especially within the National Guard and Reserve Com-
ponents remain. These shortfalls are expected to begin seeing im-
provement now that combat forces have withdrawn from Iraq and
with initial reductions in the number of U.S. troops in Afghanistan.
To accelerate this trend, the committee addressed this issue in



66

H.R. 4310 by providing robust funding for some of the most serious
shortfalls and by increasing funds for both the National Guard and
Reserve Components. To address key training shortfalls, the com-
mittee included a provision in H.R. 4310 that would require Army
medical evacuation crews be certified as paramedics within the
next 2 years and provided an additional $17 million. To address
equipment shortfall concerns, the committee included a provision
in H.R. 4310 that would clarify guidance for the sustainment of key
weapon systems and equipment reset and retrograde, as well as a
provision that would direct the Secretary of Defense to examine
key factors driving increased levels of depot maintenance carryover
to ensure that this key function remains appropriately resourced.

The committee found that the Air Force continues to experience
a high operational tempo, which has resulted in detrimental effects
on equipment such as engine and structural fatigue, deterioration,
corrosion, and increased rates of component failures. The increased
tempo also delays routine maintenance. As a result, the committee
intends to continue its review of the significant shortfalls experi-
enced by the Air Force in depot maintenance, particularly in its
baseline program for Active and Reserve Forces which the Air
Force has made up only through Overseas Contingency Operations
funding. The committee also has found that challenges are ex-
pected to persist as operational tempo is anticipated to remain at
high levels following redeployment from Operation New Dawn in
Iraq and the drawdown of U.S. forces supporting Operation Endur-
ing Freedom in Afghanistan, such as what occurred with Operation
Northern Watch following Operation Desert Storm, or even more
recently with the simultaneous operations in Libya. This will be
particularly problematic for the Air Guard and Reserve as they also
continue to provide support for U.S. domestic operations, which
was highlighted during the Subcommittee on Readiness hearing on
the Army and Air Reserve Components.

Despite this sustained operational tempo, the budget request for
fiscal year 2013 proposed significant reductions in Air Force force
structure and a disproportionate reduction in the Air National
Guard and the Air Force Reserve. To ensure that the U.S. Air
Force has the requisite force structure to support ongoing oper-
ations, H.R. 4310 would retain the Air Force force structure that
existed as of May 31, 2012. The conference report on H.R. 4310 in-
cluded a provision that would require the Secretary of the Air
Force to retain an additional 32 fixed-wing, intra-theater airlift air-
craft beyond the number of such aircraft proposed to be retained
in the Secretary’s total force structure proposal provided to the con-
gressional defense committees on November 2, 2012 to support the
Army’s fixed-wing direct support/time sensitive airlift mission re-
quirements of 40 dedicated aircraft. The provision would also re-
quire that, not later than June 1, 2013, the Secretary of the Air
Force shall ensure that the Army and Air Force memorandum of
agreement for direct support airlift is incorporated into Department
of the Air Force doctrine, strategy, tactics, and modeling and the
Air Force core capabilities of agile combat support and rapid global
mobility operations. The conference report also directs the Sec-
retary of the Air Force to develop a strategy to ensure that per-
sonnel readiness, training, and retention for units transitioning to
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new or different missions would remain at the highest level prac-
ticable during ongoing force structure retirements, divestments,
and transfers, and minimizes, to the maximum extent practical,
time-related gaps for units transitioning to new or different mis-
sions. The conference report also permits the Secretary of the Air
Force to proceed with force structure divestments, retirements, and
transfers approved by Congress prior to those proposed by the Sec-
retary of the Air Force in fiscal year 2013.

An additional provision was included in H.R. 4310 that would re-
tain the existing aerospace control alert (ACA) locations and pre-
vent the Department of Defense from downgrading the alert status
at any of the ACA locations. The conference report on H.R. 4310
included a provision that would establish a consolidated budget jus-
tification display that fully identifies the baseline ACA budget for
each of the military services, and encompasses all programs and
activities of the ACA mission. The provision would also require the
Secretary of Defense to provide the congressional defense commit-
tees a risk-based business case analysis that evaluates future re-
quirements and modifications regarding the Department’s plan for
performing the ACA mission.

H.R. 4310, as passed by the House, included a provision that
that would amend section 9515 of title 10, United States Code. Sec-
tion 9515 provides authority for the Secretary of Defense to guar-
antee higher minimum levels of business than would otherwise be
authorized by law to United States passenger carrying air carriers
participating in the Civil Reserve Air Fleet. This authority will ex-
pire on December 31, 2015. The House bill provision would: (1) ex-
tend the sunset date to 2020; and (2) permit the Secretary to ex-
pand the possible uses of these assured business guarantees to
cargo carrying air carriers. The conference report on H.R. 4310 in-
cluded this provision.

The House report (H. Rept. 112-497) accompanying the National
Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2013 (H.R. 4310) in-
cluded direction for the Secretary of Defense to conduct a study on
the effectiveness of simulated tactical flight training in a sustained
gravity environment and to submit a report to the congressional
defense committees by December 31, 2013. The conference report
on H.R. 4310 includes directive report language that directs the
Secretary of Defense to contract with a Federally Funded Research
and Development Center (FFRDC) to conduct a study on the effec-
tiveness of simulated tactical flight training in sustained gravity
environments. The Secretary should transmit the FFRDC report to
the congressional defense committees not later than June 30, 2014,
together with any comments of the Secretary in light of the report
and such recommendations for legislative or administrative action
as the Secretary considers appropriate regarding the use of simu-
lated tactical flight training in a sustained gravity environment.
The study should assess the impact on training effectiveness, cost,
pilot and aircraft readiness, and life-cycle efficiencies from simu-
lator-based training platforms on the modeled aircraft.

Despite the drawdown in Iraq, naval operational tempo is ex-
pected to remain high, as demand for the Navy’s services is up, in-
cluding anti-piracy and ballistic missile defense operations as well
as operations in support of U.S. Africa Command and the strategic
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pivot to the Pacific and requirements to support the U.S. Pacific
Command. Because of concerns over the impact on the Navy’s non-
nuclear surface fleet material readiness as a result of its increased
operational tempo, the committee requested GAO to review the
Navy’s initiatives to improve amphibious and surface combatant
ship material readiness. Additionally, in H.R. 1540, the National
Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2012, as passed by the
House, the committee included additional funds for ship and air-
craft depot maintenance to address the backlog of requirements
and to prevent further degradation to the fleet. Additional funding
to address ship depot maintenance was also included in Public Law
112-81. To garner a greater appreciation for organic and private-
sector depot capabilities, in September 2011, the chairman and
ranking member of the Subcommittee on Readiness led a visit to
Portsmouth Naval Shipyard and Electric Boat Shipbuilding. Due to
the increase in demand for naval assets, the conference report ac-
companying H.R. 4310 reinstated the requisite funding to operate
and maintain, modernize and upgrade three cruisers that the Navy
proposed to retire before the end of its expected service life, and di-
rected a report regarding the USS Port Royal and an assessment
of its materiel condition. Additionally, H.R. 4310 precluded the use
of Fiscal Year 2013 funds to retire or prepare to retire any cruiser
or dock landing ship. Finally, the Subcommittee on Readiness held
a hearing on March 22, 2012, regarding the Navy’s Readiness Pos-
ture and the fiscal year 2013 budget request.

The committee has also monitored the impacts of force structure
reductions in the Marine Corps and its impacts on “rebalancing”
the Corps which includes investments in special skill sets needed
to move the Marine Corps toward a force more fully attuned to the
lessons learned during 10 years of combat. The committee has also
been closely monitoring the Marine Corps’ reset operation to re-
place and refurbish equipment and vehicles damaged in wartime
operations in Iraq and Afghanistan, specifically combat vehicles,
the Armored Amphibious Vehicle, rotary-wing aircraft, and the re-
pair and refurbishment of communications equipment and crew-
served weapons.

Through hearings and site visits, however, the committee ex-
pressed concern about the Marine Corps’ ability to reset its force
in a budget-constrained environment as well as its ability to meet
the current one major contingency operation construct with an end
strength well below the 186,800 Marines recommended by the
Force Posture Review and with the recently reduced operational
status on a Marine equipment prepositioning squadron . To ensure
that any future propositioning asset reductions do not further im-
pact Marine Corps operations, H.R. 4310 contained a provision that
would require a formal assessment and risk analysis report to the
Congress before any future changes could occur.

(H.AS.C. 112-13; H.A.S.C. 112-17; H.A.S.C. 112-21; H.A.S.C.
112-33; H.A.S.C. 112-40; H.A.S.C. 112-55; H.A.S.C-67; H.A.S.C.
112-84; H.A.S.C. 112-115; H.A.S.C. 112-126; H.A.S.C. 112-140;
H.A.S.C. 112-149)
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LIFE-CYCLE SUSTAINMENT

Without appropriate and timely input from the logistics commu-
nity, decisions made during weapon systems design can create un-
necessary sustainment problems that increase depot-level mainte-
nance once the system is fielded. To address this, the committee
amended the Weapon Systems Acquisition Reform Act of 2009
(Public Law 111-23) to include subsystems and components of a
major weapon system in the requirement for consideration of com-
petition throughout the operation and sustainment of these major
weapon systems. The committee also directed improved
sustainment planning using predictive modeling tools to assure
that the proper source of repair is being considered.

Despite a 38-to-1 return on investment from corrosion mitigation
and control projects, the Department of Defense consistently
underfunds corrosion efforts. The Government Accountability Office
recently determined that the Department of Defense requested
$11.1 million of its total projected funding requirements of $43.2
million. Therefore, the committee included several provisions in the
National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2012, H.R.
1540, passed by the House on May 26, 2011, that address corro-
sion. Specifically, the committee increased funding for corrosion
mitigation by an additional $33 million, directed the Department
of Defense to take corrective action regarding the F—22 Raptor and
F-35 Joint Strike Fighter aircraft, and directed the Department of
Defense to evaluate corrosion for facilities and infrastructure and
report the findings.

In the committee report (H. Rept. 112-479) accompanying the
National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2013, as passed
by the House, the committee addressed the importance of maxi-
mizing corrosion information sharing tools as well as addressing
the importance of testing and evaluation of material degradation.
As a result of the Government Accountability Office’s annual budg-
et submission review, the committee directed further review of the
payback associated with the funds being invested in corrosion
projects in addition to analyzing greater details regarding the De-
partment of Defense’s Technical Corrosion Collaboration pilot pro-
gram.

DEPOT AND ARSENAL CAPABILITY

A critical piece of equipment sustainment is the capability pro-
vided by the nation’s organic arsenals and depots, including air lo-
gistics centers and shipyards. In February of 2011, the committee
received a study on the future capability of the Department of De-
fense maintenance depots directed by section 322 of the Duncan
Hunter Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2009 (Public Law 110-—
417). The study assessed organic depot maintenance capabilities
and made several recommendations to address the challenges fac-
ing the organic depots. The committee also participated in an ex-
tensive series of exchanges, in coordination with the National De-
fense University’s Center for Joint and Strategic Logistics, with De-
partment of Defense, industry and union representatives and other
interested stakeholders on the recommendations detailed in the re-
port required by section 322 of Public Law 110-417. As a result,
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the committee included several of the study’s recommendations in
the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2012, H.R.
1540, passed by the House. Many of these provisions were included
in the conference report on H.R. 1540.

To fully assess the impacts of these changes included in the Na-
tional Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2012 (Public Law
112-81), the committee participated in several sessions with the
Office of the Secretary of Defense to discuss implementation guid-
ance and the Department’s interpretation of the law. Further, the
committee hosted several briefing opportunities for Member office
staff to learn more about recent and anticipated changes. These in-
cluded committee staff briefings and a formal briefing with each of
the military departments. To address these issues raised during
these engagements, H.R. 4310, the National Defense Authorization
Act for Fiscal Year 2013, reverted many depot-related provisions to
their pre-Fiscal Year 2011 state, but included additional reporting
requirements and expanded the exclusion for nuclear aircraft car-
rier work from depot maintenance statues. In addition to these
steps, the committee continues to closely monitor the location and
types of maintenance performed at the depots and in forward-de-
ployed locations. The committee has also provided oversight of the
implementation of a new, consolidated command structure within
the new Marine Corps’ depot enterprise and is closely monitoring
the changes and challenges associated with the reduction in work-
load. Furthermore, the committee continues to provide oversight of
the planned reorganization of the Air Force Materiel Command’s
air logistics centers and the potential impacts on manpower and
workload. Staff visited all three Air Logistics Complexes to assess
the new command structure and to evaluate impacts to industrial
operations

CIVILIAN PERSONNEL

The Department of Defense has long relied on the Federal civil-
ian workforce to support its missions around the world, often re-
quiring civilians to serve in active combat zones, and it is clear
that the Department’s civilian workforce plays a critical role in the
readiness of U.S. military forces. The committee included provi-
sions in the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year
2012, H.R. 1540, passed by the House on May 26, 2011, to extend
authorities for premium pay and to expand death gratuity benefits
for deployed civilians. These provisions were included in the con-
ference report on H.R. 1540.

The committee also included provisions in the House-passed
version of H.R. 1540 that would require the Secretary of Defense
to develop a total force management plan that would provide the
means to establish the appropriate mix of manpower—military, ci-
vilian, and contractor personnel, to perform the mission of the De-
partment of Defense, and to make changes to requirements for
manpower reporting and civilian strategic human capital plans.
Elements of these provisions were also included in Public Law 112—
81.

In addition, the committee continued its oversight of the Depart-
ment’s transition from the National Security Personnel System
(NSPS) and implementation of the authorities provided to the De-
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partment for performance management and hiring flexibilities
which would apply across the Department’s civilian workforce,
within the context of the existing General Schedule system. The
committee is aware that the NSPS transition office has been mov-
ing forward in its efforts to develop the new authorities, starting
with a “New Beginnings” conference and establishing design teams
to begin the development of a plan for implementing the perform-
ance management and hiring flexibilities. Recognizing that addi-
tional legislative authorities may be necessary as the process
moves forward, the committee included provisions in the House-
passed version of H.R. 1540 to further facilitate the Department’s
ability to implement a fair and transparent performance manage-
ment system. The conference report on H.R. 1540 included these
provisions. The committee also focused on the Department’s process
for recruiting, selecting and hiring qualified individuals. The com-
mittee subsequently has met on a regular basis with the New Be-
ginnings design teams (comprised of both Department of Defense
management and employee union representatives). In November
2011, the committee was made aware that the work of the New Be-
ginnings design teams has been completed and is awaiting the re-
sults of their recommendations and the Department’s proposals for
moving forward with a performance management system.

The committee has also continued to closely monitor the imple-
mentation of the each military department’s efficiencies initiatives
that are being levied on the civilian workforce. These initiatives
have led to a civilian hiring freeze for all the military departments
as well as significant personnel reductions in 2012, with the Air
Force planning to reduce its civilian workforce by 16,500 and the
Army to reduce its force by 8,700.

In the committee report (H. Rept. 112-479) accompanying the
National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2013, as passed
by the House, the Government Accountability Office was directed
to assess the Department of Defense’s Future Years Defense Pro-
gram workforce requirements and report its findings to the com-
mittee. The conference report on H.R. 4310 included provisions re-
garding contractor and civilian workforce reductions in accordance
with Total Force Management, expedited hiring authority for indi-
viduals completing the National Security Education Program, a 1-
year extension of premium pay for Federal civilian employees
working overseas, interagency personnel rotations, and the estab-
lishment of a national language service corps. Finally, the Sub-
committee on Readiness held a hearing on July 26, 2012, regarding
the Civilian Workforce Requirements—Now and Across the Future
Years Defense Program.

(H.A.S.C. 112-147)

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION AND INFRASTRUCTURE
BASING

The Department of Defense is undergoing a significant change in
force structure both in the United States and overseas as a result
of the 2005 BRAC decisions and the Global Defense Posture Re-
view. These rebasing movements affect not only U.S. global pres-
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ence, but they also have significant repercussions for readiness,
surge capability, military construction, and quality of life for mili-
tary members and their families.

After concluding a hearing on Long-Term Readiness Challenges
in the Pacific on March 15, 2011, the Subcommittee on Readiness
supported the proposed realignment of 8,000 Marines from OKki-
nawa, Japan, to Guam and supported the budget request for $155
million for the fiscal year 2012 effort. The National Defense Au-
thorization Act for Fiscal Year 2012, H.R. 1540, passed by the
House on May 26, 2011, also included a legislative subsection that
would support the realignment of Marine Corps assets to Guam
that includes the following provisions: use of operations and main-
tenance funding to support community adjustment; requirements
to support H2B visa workers that support the construction effort;
and, modifications to utility conveyance authority. In the con-
ference report on H.R. 1540, the conferees determined that the De-
partment of Defense should not continue additional construction ef-
forts to support the realignment of Marine Corps assets to Guam
until several reports were submitted to the congressional defense
committees. Furthermore, the conference report on H.R. 1540
struck the military construction funds requested by the executive
branch in the budget request for fiscal year 2012 to support this
realignment.

In the conference report on H.R. 1540, the conferees determined
that significant changes in the overseas force structure were ex-
pected in the short term while the overseas basing structure should
be reexamined. Therefore, the conferees requested two independent
assessments of the overseas base structure to include a comprehen-
sive review of the entire overseas basing structure and a specific
base structure assessment of the U.S. Pacific Command area of re-
sponsibility.

The Subcommittee on Readiness held a hearing on March 8,
2012, to assess the administration’s request for two additional
rounds of Base Closure and Realignment (BRAC). After contem-
plating the information provided by the administration supporting
two additional rounds of BRAC, the committee included a provision
in the National Defense Authorization Act of Fiscal Year 2013,
H.R. 4310, as passed by the House, that would prohibit the Depart-
ment of Defense from proposing, planning for, or executing another
round of BRAC.

The committee also included several provisions in H.R. 4310 re-
garding the realignment of forces from Okinawa, Japan, to Guam.
The committee noted that the Department of Defense de-linked an
international agreement provision requiring tangible progress at
the Marine Corps Air Station Futenma Replacement Facility before
proceeding with the realignment of Marines to Guam. The com-
mittee also noted that the Department of Defense proposed an al-
ternative Marine Corps preferred laydown in the Pacific which re-
duced the number of Marines being realigned to Guam. Consid-
ering these events, the committee included a provision in H.R. 4310
that proposed to strike a requirement to obtain tangible progress
at the Futenma Replacement Facility before moving forward with
the Guam realignment. An additional provision was included that
would also strike a requirement to receive a coordinated federal
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agency plan before proceeding on the Guam realignment. On Au-
gust 1, 2012, the Subcommittee on Readiness held a hearing to con-
tinue this discussion on the Pacific realignment and to further as-
sess the United States force posture in the United States Pacific
Command.

The Subcommittee on Readiness held a hearing on July 12, 2012
to assess the impact of the United States Air Force aircraft force
structure reductions and the potential impacts on the capabilities
provided by the United States Air Force. Based on this hearing and
in the conference report on H.R. 4310, the conferees determined
that it was imperative for the United States Air Force to retain cer-
tain tactical airlift capabilities to meet basic mission requirements.
The conferees also incorporated a provision in the conference report
on H.R. 4310 that would preclude the retirement of certain stra-
tegic airlift assets until the Department of Defense completes a
comprehensive study on mobility requirements. Finally, the con-
ferees adopted a provision that would establish a national commis-
sion to assess the force structure of the Unites States Air Force.

The conferees also included several provisions in the conference
report on H.R. 4310 regarding the realignment of forces to Guam.
The conferees incorporated a restriction on certain construction
funds to support the realignment of military forces from Okinawa
to Guam or Hawaii until specific conditions are completed includ-
ing: an assessment of the strategic and logistical resources required
to support the United States Marine Corps Pacific distributed
laydown, a master plan for the construction of facilities, a facilities
investment plan for Marine Corps Air Station Futenma and a co-
ordinated Federal agencies plan to provide public infrastructure on
Guam. The conferees provided several exceptions to the restrictions
to allow the expenditure of funds to support a certain military con-
struction project, funds to support planning and design activities at
Andersen Air Force Base, Guam and Andersen South, Guam, and
funds to continue environmental analyses associated with the Na-
tional Environmental Policy Act of 1969.

(H.A.S.C. 112-21, H.A.S.C. 112-115, H. A.S.C. 112-140, H.A.S.C.
112-149)

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION PROGRAMMING

The Department of Defense programs construction projects at 25
to 40 percent above market pricing to account for several pro-
grammatic initiatives to include Federal contracting requirements
(including Davis-Bacon wages, Federal subcontracting and small
business goals, and bonding requirements), Federal design require-
ments (including Anti-Terrorism, Force Protection standards) and
energy efficiency objectives. In the committee report (H. Rept. 112—
78) accompanying the National Defense Authorization Act for Fis-
cal Year 2012, the committee directed the Secretary of Defense to
submit a report that assesses these program increases and provides
a plan to reduce these costs.

With regards to construction programming, the committee con-
tinued its efforts to provide combatant commanders limited author-
ity to rapidly implement contingency construction to address
emerging construction requirements. The conference report on H.R.
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1540 contained a provision that authorized the use of operations
and maintenance funds for contingency construction.

In the budget request for fiscal year 2013, the administration re-
quested several military construction project authorizations with-
out an accompanying appropriations request. The Subcommittee on
Readiness included these project authorizations in the National De-
fense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2013, H.R. 4310, as passed
by the House, and believes that this method will allow the Depart-
ment of Defense to provide prior year appropriations toward these
requirements through a future reprogramming request. In the con-
ference report on H.R. 4310, the conferees did not incorporate these
additional military construction project authorizations because they
were not formally requested in the president’s budget request.

REAL PROPERTY ACQUISITION, MAINTENANCE, AND DISPOSAL

The real property management process requires extensive over-
sight to maintain more than $810.0 billion in infrastructure at an
annual cost of almost $50.0 billion, or nearly 11 percent, of the De-
partment of Defense’s budget. The Subcommittee on Readiness re-
viewed issues pertaining to military construction, family housing,
and Base Closure and Realignment (BRAC) activities of the De-
partment of Defense. The Subcommittee on Readiness held a hear-
ing on April 13, 2011, to examine the fiscal year 2012 budget re-
quest to review military construction, family housing, BRAC activi-
ties, and facility operations and maintenance. The Subcommittee
on Readiness also provided additional oversight as the Department
of Defense completed almost all of the BRAC 2005 recommenda-
tions on September 15, 2011.

As a result of this oversight, the committee determined that the
Department of Defense needed additional authorities to manage
those BRAC recommendations that were having difficulty in timely
completion. Additional BRAC authorities were included in the Na-
tional Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2012, H.R. 1540,
passed by the House on May 26, 2011, to extend the completion
date of up to seven BRAC 2005 recommendations to September 15,
2012. The committee also included requirements for the Depart-
ment of Defense to include transportation impact assessments at
local communities significantly impacted by Department of Defense
realignment actions. The conference report on H.R. 1540 broadened
the BRAC authority and requested that the Secretary of Defense
expeditiously complete remaining BRAC recommendations and spe-
cifically extended a conditional BRAC recommendation for the
Umatilla Chemical Depot. This extension would provide additional
latitude to the Secretary of Defense to ensure continuity of mission
and services for those activities impacted by BRAC 2005.

The committee also reviewed the Department of Defense facility
sustainment accounts and the Army Base Operating Services ac-
count and found that significant shortfalls needed to be addressed
to manage basic services. The committee proposed increased fund-
ing to these accounts in the National Defense Authorization Act for
Fiscal Year 2012, H.R. 1540, passed by the House on May 26, 2011,
to address critical shortfalls in facility maintenance and operations.
The conference report on H.R. 1540 did not include the increased
maintenance funding. The committee also proposed to increase the
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facility sustainment accounts in the National Defense Authoriza-
tion Act for Fiscal Year 2013, H.R. 4310, as passed by the House,
to partially support systemic facility sustainment deficits.

(H.A.S.C. 112-43)

MILITARY INFRASTRUCTURE PRIVATIZATION

The Department of Defense has made extensive use of privatiza-
tion of military assets including family housing, bachelor quarters,
and utility-related infrastructure. The Department has leveraged
available capital in Department of Defense infrastructure and en-
tered into long-term contracts with private property managers. The
Subcommittee on Readiness in the 112th Congress reviewed this
privatization initiative and included a provision in the committee
report (H. Rept. 112-78) accompanying the National Defense Au-
thorization Act for Fiscal Year 2012, H.R. 1540, passed by the
House on May 26, 2011, that would encourage the Department of
Defense to more aggressively and effectively implement utilities
privatization as part of an asset management strategy to allow
each military service to focus on core defense missions and func-
tions. In the committee report (H. Rept. 112-479) accompanying
the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2013, the
committee included language that that would provide additional
oversight and accountability for military housing privatization
projects to include an assessment of the financial viability of the
long-term project, a resident satisfaction assessment, and an as-
sessment of the backlog of maintenance and repair. In the con-
ference report accompanying H.R. 4310, the conferees incorporated
this additional oversight of the military housing privatization pro-
gram and included an addition reporting requirement associated
with the utilities payment structures.

ENERGY AND ENVIRONMENT
ENERGY SECURITY

The committee conducted vigorous oversight of the Department’s
energy activities and closely examined the strategies and policies
for both installation energy and operational energy to reduce con-
sumption and dependence on foreign oil. The committee believes
that Department of Defense installations provide significant oppor-
tunity for advancing renewable energy technologies, pursuing en-
ergy security, and reducing overall demand through demonstrated
return on investment. The Subcommittee on Readiness took action
in this area in the National Defense Authorization Act of Fiscal
Year 2012, H.R. 1540, passed by the House on May 26, 2011, and
carried through in the conference report on H.R. 1540, to include
Navy metering of piers, as well as other activities that will help ad-
vance energy efficient technologies and reduce overall demand for
energy. There were several legislative provisions that also sought
to enhance installation energy security, to include a requirement to
establish a core curriculum and certification for Department of De-
fense energy managers, metering of navy piers, and consideration
for energy security when contracting for renewable energy projects
through third-party financing.
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The Subcommittee on Readiness continued its oversight and em-
phasis of reducing demand for operational energy at forward-de-
ployed locations to relieve the significant logistical burden and
force protection requirements, and decrease operational vulner-
abilities. Specifically, the National Defense Authorization Act for
Fiscal Year 2012, H.R. 1540, passed by the House on May 26, 2011,
increased funding for operational energy capability improvement
and the U.S. Marine Corps’ Experimental Forward Operating Base.
Public Law 112-81 contains several legislative provisions that seek
to advance operational energy security by streamlining alternative
fuels investments through the Assistant Secretary of Defense for
Operational Energy, and designate a Department of Defense policy
for energy efficient technologies in logistics support contracts for
contingency operations.

On April 13, 2011, the Subcommittee on Readiness received testi-
mony from the Office of the Secretary of Defense and each of the
military services regarding military construction and installation
energy. Each of the witnesses highlighted the importance of energy
efficiency and the impact of a vulnerable electric power grid and
the potential to jeopardize the security of military installations and
mission capabilities. The witnesses also highlighted the importance
of innovative, cost-effective solutions as critical to their success,
operationally necessary, fiscally prudent, and mission essential.

As directed by committee report (H. Rept. 111-491) accom-
panying the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year
2011, the committee received a briefing from the Departments of
Defense, Energy, and Homeland Security regarding the domestic
petroleum refining industry and its significance to national secu-
rity. On March 29, 2012, the Subcommittee on Readiness received
testimony from the Office of the Secretary of Defense and each of
the military services regarding Energy Security: From Battlefields
to Bases. The hearing highlighted the investments the Department
of Defense is making in energy programs and what initiatives it is
undertaking to reduce its overall energy consumption.

In the conference report accompanying H.R. 4310, the National
Defense Authorization Act of Fiscal Year 2013, there were several
provisions regarding energy to include a focus on alternative fuel
and energy security specifically.

(H.A.S.C. 112-43)

ENVIRONMENT

The committee conducted oversight of environmental issues re-
sulting from Department of Defense activities on military installa-
tions, training ranges, and operational activities to include the
military services’ environmental restoration program and adher-
ence to Federal, state and local cleanup, compliance, and pollution
prevention requirements. In the National Defense Authorization
Act for Fiscal Year 2012, H.R. 1540, passed by the House on May
26, 2011, and carried forward in the conference report on H.R. 1540
the committee had several environmental provisions including one
which codified Navy requirements for the discharge of waste at sea
to ensure minimum impact on the environment, preserving Navy
operational readiness, and averting $2.0 billion of expenses for
Navy fleet modifications. The committee also included provisions
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that would limit the use of property in airfield clear zone areas to
mitigate encroachment on military installations. Additionally, the
committee directed language regarding requirements relating to
ongoing investigations and studies of exposure to contaminated
drinking water at Camp Lejeune, North Carolina.

The conference report accompanying H.R. 4310, the National De-
fense Authorization Act of Fiscal Year 2013, included a provision
that would require a plan on how the Department of Defense will
address environmental exposures to members of the Armed Forces.
The measure also highlighted the importance of the impact of en-
croachment on DOD facilities and also required an extension to the
annual training range sustainment plans report. The measure also
authorizes the Secretary of a military department to enter into co-
operative agreements directly with Indian tribes for land manage-
ment associated with military installations and State-owned Na-
tional Guard installations.

TOTAL FORCE, PERSONNEL, AND HEALTH CARE ISSUES

MANPOWER SUFFICIENT IN QUANTITY AND QUALITY TO MEET
GLOBAL COMMITMENTS

The committee continued its support for the end strengths of the
services by including the Department of Defense request in the Na-
tional Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2012, H.R. 1540,
passed by the House on May 26, 2011. The committee has concerns
about the future size of the force and whether proposed reductions
in end strength will provide the services with sufficient manpower
to meet global commitments. The committee is equally concerned
with dwell time of service members and the impact this will have
on readiness. Both of these issues were addressed in full committee
and subcommittee hearings.

The committee continued to closely monitor compensation pro-
grams during the first session of the 112th Congress to ensure an
adequate quality of life for service members and their families and
to ensure that pay and benefits met the needs of the wartime mili-
tary and kept pace with private sector standards. The committee’s
active oversight of these issues resulted in legislation in the Na-
tional Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2012, H.R. 1540,
passed by the House on May 26, 2011, that authorized a 1.6 per-
cent raise in basic pay during fiscal year 2012. This military pay
raise matches the rate of compensation increases in the private sec-
tor as measured by the Employment Cost Index and thus ensures
that military pay increases are keeping pace with private sector
contemporaries. The committee extended the authorities to pay bo-
nuses and special pays during fiscal year 2012 and monitored the
value of those bonuses and special pays to ensure they were suffi-
cient to achieve the recruiting and retention objectives for which
they were developed. The committee also included legislation that
reforms, consolidates, and simplifies travel and transportation au-
thorities to enhance the utility, flexibility, efficiency, and relevancy
of the law in the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal
Year 2012, H.R. 1540, passed by the House on May 26, 2011. These
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pay and travel benefit matters were also included in the conference
report on H.R. 1540.

The Subcommittee on Military Personnel met in a closed session
on September 15, 2011, to receive a classified brief in order to bet-
ter understand the capability of the Army’s currently planned force
reduction to 520,000 and its ability to meet the range of Army mis-
sion requirements, especially those most stressful wartime require-
ments, based on the combatant commander requirements. The
briefing gave members a better understanding of the current level
of risk associated with the Army’s 520,000 force and to begin to as-
sess the levels of risk when funding levels drop below those associ-
ated with a 520,000 force.

The Subcommittee on Military Personnel met in a closed session
on October 5, 2011, to receive a classified brief in order to better
understand the capability of the Marine Corps’ currently planned
force reduction to 186,800 and its ability to meet the range of Ma-
rine Corps mission requirements, especially those most stressful
wartime requirements, based on the combatant commander re-
quirements. The briefing provided the committee with a better un-
derstanding of the current level of risk associated with the Marine
Corps’ 186,800 force and to begin to assess the levels of risk when
funding levels drop below those associated with an 186,800 force.

The budget request for Fiscal Year 2013 reduced the end
strengths of the Active and Reserve Components by 31,300 service
members, with further reductions of 92,600 service members over
the following 4 years. The committee supported the end strengths
of the services by including the Department of Defense request in
H.R. 4310, the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year
2013, as passed by the House, of with the exception of an increase
to the Air Force request to reflect the required corresponding man-
power to maintain 18 Air Force Block 30 RQ—4 Global Hawks and
the committee’s limitation on retiring, divesting, or transferring
any aircraft assigned to the Air Force. Although the committee sup-
ported the President’s request for the Army and Marine Corps for
Fiscal Year 2013, it remains concerned with the Department’s de-
termination that the current force structure and size of the Armed
Forces can be reduced to meet the defense strategic guidance. This
guidance, coupled with the proposed cuts in the Budget Control Act
of 2011 (Public Law 112-25), has led the military services to alter
their force structure and reduce end strengths. The committee is
also concerned with the pace of the proposed reductions and the
impact it will have on national security, while the United States
is engaged in ongoing contingency operations in Afghanistan. The
Army and the Marine Corps will make the largest reductions over
the next 5 years of 72,000 and 20,000 respectively from their fiscal
year 2012 authorization levels. These issues were addressed in full
committee and subcommittee hearings as well as in the House
passed version of H.R. 4310 as well as the Conference Report to the
Fiscal Year 2013 National Defense Authorization Act, which limits
the end strength reductions for the Regular Component of the
Army and Marine Corps to no more than 15,000 and 5,000 mem-
bers per year respectively.

In an effort to provide the services additional tools to facilitate
the drawdown of forces over the next 3-to-5 years, the conference
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report for H.R. 1540 included authorities to provide service mem-
bers an early retirement for service concluding with less than 20
years of service but more than 15 years of service and a voluntary
early retirement incentive payment for service members with be-
tween 20 and 29 years of service. In addition to the two new au-
thorities that were authorized through December 31, 2018, the con-
ference report for H.R. 1540 extended the authority to pay vol-
untary separation pay through December 31, 2018.

The National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2013,
H.R. 4310, as passed by the House, and the accompanying report
(H. Rept. 112-479), continued the effort to provide the services ad-
ditional authorities in connection with the drawdown of forces. H.R.
4310 includes provisions that would: extend the authority to reduce
from 10-to-8 years the minimum length of commissioned service to
qualify for retirement as an officer; increase the percentages of offi-
cers in grades 0-5 through 0-8 who may be retired with less than
3 years service-in-grade; make Reserve Component service mem-
bers eligible to participate in the Career Intermission Pilot Pro-
gram; and afford involuntarily separated service members and
their families continued access to commissaries, exchanges, and
Government-provided family housing.

(H.A.S.C. 112-28; H.A.S.C. 112-105, H.A.S.C. 112-110)

SUSTAINING COST EFFICIENT OPERATION OF MORALE, WELFARE AND
RECREATION PROGRAMS, MILITARY RESALE PROGRAMS, AND DE-
PARTMENT OF DEFENSE SCHOOL SYSTEM

During the 112th Congress, the committee acted to improve the
effectiveness and quality of military exchanges and commissaries
and morale, welfare, and recreation (MWR) programs and to pro-
tect these critical programs for future generations of service mem-
bers. The Subcommittee on Military Personnel conducted two hear-
ings during the first session of the 112th Congress that explored
policy issues and the fiscal status of the commissary and military
exchange stores and the service-operated MWR programs. The De-
partment of Defense consulted the committee on a wide range of
management proposals regarding new construction or facility ren-
ovation, store expansions or closures, public-private ventures, busi-
ness practices, and new business opportunities and models. In each
case, the committee provided guidance and decisions, as requested.
The committee included legislative initiatives in the National De-
fense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2012, H.R. 1540, passed by
the House on May 26, 2011, to address the concerns that had been
brought to the attention of the committee and to improve the poli-
cies and processes used to manage military resale and MWR pro-
grams. These issues included: expansion of the authority for non-
appropriated fund activities to employ a uniform funding concept
to include permanent change of station and temporary duty
billeting facilities; clarification of the multi-year contracting au-
thority by nonappropriated funding activities; authorization for the
Secretary of the Navy to select categories of merchandise to sell in
ship stores; authorization for military retail stores to borrow fund-
ing for business operations from the Federal Financing Bank; and
authorization for the Defense Commissary Service to conduct a
pilot program to test the cost effectiveness of enhanced commissary
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stores. Of these initiatives, the conference report on H.R. 1540 in-
cluded the authorization for the Secretary of the Navy to select cat-
egories of merchandise to sell in ship stores and the authorization
for military retail stores to borrow funding for business operations
from the Federal Financing Bank.

The Subcommittee on Military Personnel conducted a hearing on
military resale programs during the second session of the 112th
Congress to review the financial status of the programs, their im-
portance to service members and their families, and the merits as-
sociated with their current management structure and funding lev-
els. H.R. 4310, the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal
Year 2013, as passed by the House, and the committee report that
accompany the Act (H. Rept. 112-479) also included a series of ini-
tiatives to sustain morale, welfare, and recreation and military re-
sale activities. H.R. 4310 included provisions that would: address
the concern that nonappropriated funds activities are restricted
from service contracts that involve multiple installations and ex-
tend over several years; establish new guidelines for clearing chari-
table food banks, food pantries, and soup kitchens to receive dona-
tions of unusable food; simplify record keeping and reporting re-
quirements for overseas commissaries and exchanges; and require
the governing bodies giving management direction to commissaries
and exchanges to establish guidelines for identifying food and other
products that are produced using sustainable methods.

The Conference Report to accompany H.R. 4310 (H. Rept. 112—
705) ultimately included the provision to simplify record keeping
and reporting requirements for overseas commissaries and ex-
changes.

(H.A.S.C. 112-3; H. A.S.C. 112-4; HA.S.C. 112-133)

MENTAL HEALTH SERVICES FOR MEMBERS OF THE ARMED FORCES

The committee continued its efforts to ensure that service mem-
bers and their families have access to quality mental health serv-
ices. Some members of the Armed Forces, particularly in the Re-
serve Components, continue to struggle with mental health issues
that ultimately result in suicide. Members of the Reserve Compo-
nents are often in rural communities and may not have sufficient
access to mental health care, as there is a nationwide shortage of
qualified mental health professionals. The conference report on
H.R. 1540 included legislation to expand the capacity of the mili-
tary health system to provide mental health care to members of the
Reserve Components at the location of the unit during scheduled
unit training and provided training on suicide prevention and re-
sponse. In addition, the Department is required to undertake sev-
eral projects that would further advance the knowledge and under-
standing of traumatic brain injury and combat related mental
health issues to enhance the care provided to members of the
Armed Forces.

On September 9, 2011, the Subcommittee on Military Personnel
conducted a hearing to receive testimony from the military services
on the current status of suicide prevention programs in the mili-
tary. The hearing provided members with the opportunity to exam-
ine the implementation of suicide prevention programs in each of
the military services.
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H.R. 4310, the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal
Year 2013, as passed by the House, provided the services greater
flexibility to address mental health issues by including a provision
that would allow clinical social workers and psychiatric nurse prac-
titioners to conduct pre-administrative separation medical exami-
nations.

The Conference Report to accompany H.R. 4310 (H. Rept. 112—
705) further requires DOD to develop a comprehensive policy on
the prevention of suicide among members of the Armed Forces. In
addition, the Secretary of Defense is required to establish within
the Secretary’s office, a position of responsibility for oversight of all
suicide prevention and resilience programs of DOD and the mili-
tary services.

(H.A.S.C. 112-19; H.A.S.C. 112-23; H.A.S.C. 112-62; H.A.S.C.
112-120)

SEXUAL ASSAULT IN THE MILITARY

The committee remained vigilant on ensuring that the efforts to
prevent sexual assault and sexual harassment in the military con-
tinue as a priority for the Department of Defense. The committee
was concerned that the Department of Defense and the military
service sexual assault and prevention programs were not consistent
or coordinated resulting in unnecessary confusion for military serv-
ice members. To address these concerns legislation in the con-
ference report on H.R. 1540 improved sexual assault prevention
and response in the Armed Forces by requiring standardized train-
ing for sexual assault response coordinators and victim advocates
and requiring at least one full time sexual assault response coordi-
nator and victim advocate be assigned to each brigade equivalent
military unit. In addition, access to legal assistance counsel and
victim advocates was expanded to include dependents of active
duty service members who live on or in the vicinity of a military
post.

Committee actions contained in H.R. 4310, the National Defense
Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2013, passed by the House, con-
tinued to address sexual assault matters. Specifically, with regard
to cases involving rape, sexual assault, and forcible sodomy pros-
ecuted under the Uniform Code of Military Justice, the disposition
authority would be no lower than the special court-martial con-
vening authority, who holds the grade of colonel, or in the case of
the Navy, the grade of captain, who has a legal advisor and is in
the chain of command of the person accused of committing the of-
fense. Furthermore, H.R. 4310 mandated the establishment of Spe-
cial Victims Teams in connection with child abuse, serious domestic
violence, or sexual offenses under the Uniform Code of Military
Justice.

In addition, H.R. 4310 would further improve the Department of
Defense Sexual Assault Prevention and Response Program by re-
quiring sexual assault training during pre-command and command
courses; prominently posted information on sexual assault preven-
tion and response throughout the Department of Defense; addi-
tional detailed information on sexual assault cases and information
on sexual harassment in the annual report on sexual assaults; in-
creased frequency of the Armed Forces Workplace and Gender Re-
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lations Survey, including sexual assault items in annual organiza-
tional climate assessments and tracking compliance of commanders
conducting organizational climate assessments; allowing members
of the Reserve Components to remain on Active Duty or be recalled
to Active Duty for up to 180 days to complete a line of duty deter-
mination in cases of sexual assault and the inclusion of substan-
tiated reports of sexual harassment made against a member of the
military services in the service record of the member.

The Conference Report to accompany H.R. 4310 (H. Rept. 112—
705), the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2013,
would require the Secretary of Defense to establish two inde-
pendent panels. The first, a Response Systems Panel, would review
and assess the systems used to investigate, prosecute, and adju-
dicate crimes involving adult sexual assault and related offenses
under article 120 of the UCMJ (10 U.S.C. 920) for the purpose of
developing recommendations regarding how to improve the effec-
tiveness of such systems. The second panel, a Judicial Proceedings
Panel, would conduct a multi-year assessment of judicial pro-
ceedings under the UCMJ involving adult sexual assault and re-
lated offenses for the purpose of developing recommendations for
improvements to such proceedings.

MiLiTARY HEALTH CARE SYSTEM

Since the start of the 112th Congress, the committee exercised
vigorous oversight on the military health system. The committee fo-
cused substantial attention on the cost of military health care to
the Department of Defense (DOD) and to military beneficiaries and
the long term viability of the military health system for future gen-
erations of military beneficiaries. The committee is aware of the
rising cost of providing health care to military beneficiaries and the
potential negative impact of health care costs on other critical read-
iness programs. The committee received detailed input from DOD
health affairs and comptroller personnel on the five cost saving ini-
tiatives proposed by the department. The Subcommittee on Mili-
tary Personnel held a hearing devoted to understanding the views
of various beneficiary organizations impacted by the Department of
Defense proposed changes. The committee also heard the views of
health care organizations and retail drug store chains impacted by
the proposals. The Congressional Budget Office assisted the com-
mittee to fully understand estimates of costs and savings inherent
in the DOD proposals. As a result, the conference report on H.R.
1540 included a provision that caps TRICARE Prime enrollment
fee increases, beginning in fiscal year 2013, to the percentage of a
COLA increase in military retired pay. Additional health care legis-
lation required beneficiaries who are enrolled in the U.S. Family
Health Plans to transition to TRICARE for Life when they reach
age 65.

H.R. 4310, the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal
Year 2013, as passed by the House, and the committee report that
accompanied the bill (H. Rept. 112-479), also included a provision
that for the first time sets the co-payments for prescription medica-
tions under the TRICARE Pharmacy Program as $5 for generic
medications, $17 for formulary medications and $44 for non-for-
mulary medications obtained through retail pharmacies, and $0 for
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generic medications, $13 for formulary medications and $43 for
non-formulary medications obtained through the TRICARE mail
order pharmacy. Furthermore, any increase in cost-sharing rates
under the TRICARE pharmacy program are limited to the amount
equal to the percentage increase by which retiree pay is increased
beginning October 1, 2013.

H.R. 4310 also establishes a 5-year pilot program that would re-
quire TRICARE for Life eligible beneficiaries to obtain refill pre-
scriptions for maintenance medication from the TRICARE mail
order pharmacy. Beneficiaries are allowed to opt out of the mail
order program after 1-year.

Additionally, in response to the military services’ plans to draw
down the force, H.R. 4310 would authorize TRICARE Reserve Se-
lect and TRICARE dental insurance coverage for 180 days for in-
voluntarily separated members of the Selected Reserve.

The Conference Report to accompany H.R. 4310 (H. Rept. 112—
705), authorizes the Department to include selected over-the-
counter drugs that are cost effective and clinically effective on the
uniform formulary of the Pharmacy Benefits Program. In addition,
the Conference Report authorizes the use of Department of Defense
funds for abortions in cases of rape and incest.

(H.A.S.C. 112-19; H.A.S.C. 112-23, H.A.S.C. 112-120)

WOUNDED WARRIOR CARE (WOUNDED AND DISABLED SERVICE
MEMBERS AND THEIR FAMILIES)

The committee continued to provide oversight of the disability
evaluation system to ensure that service members receive disability
rating that accurately and fairly reflect their illnesses and injuries.
These activities included monitoring of the implementation of the
integrated disability evaluation system (IDES) and the deployment
of IDES to locations throughout the world by September 2011.

Following the completion of the expansion of the IDES to all
world-wide locations, the services have begun to access weaknesses
within the system. The committee has noted that the time required
for wounded warriors to move through the disability system has in-
creased to over 400 days, 39 percent above the 295 day goal. The
Army has highlighted the growing concern about the increase in
wounded warriors with the force that has reached 20,000 and is
having an impact on combat readiness. The Army has also noted
that the wounded warrior program is undermanned by 700 per-
sonnel. The committee is monitoring the Army’s effort to increase
manning to appropriate levels and shorten the time required for
wounded warriors to receive a disability assessment and be proc-
essed for separation or retirement.

The committee report (H. Rept. 112-479) accompanying the Na-
tional Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2013, required a
report on the effectiveness of Physical Evaluation Board Liaison
Officers (PEBLOs) to examine the adequacy manning, training, and
experience within the PEBLO force.

H.R. 4310, as passed by the House, also includes a provision that
would authorize the Secretary of Defense to conduct pilot programs
to provide transitional assistance to members of the Armed Forces
with a focus on science, technology, engineering, and mathematics.

(H.A.S.C. 112-28; H.A.S.C. 112-120)
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MILITARY VOTING

The committee continued oversight of the military and overseas
voting program to ensure all members of the Armed Forces and
their families have the opportunity to exercise their right to vote
in each election. In February 2011, the committee provided assist-
ance to the House Committee on Administration in preparation for
a hearing they conducted on the Military and Overseas Voter Em-
powerment Act. The hearing explored the implementation of the
Military and Overseas Voter Empowerment (“MOVE”) Act during
this past election cycle. The chairman and ranking member of the
Subcommittee on Military Personnel were invited and attended the
hearing.

On July 15, 2011, the Subcommittee on Military Personnel con-
ducted a hearing on military voting to receive testimony from a va-
riety of officials involved in the military voting process including
the director of the Federal Voting Assistance Program, local, county
voting directors, and a voting assistance officer in the military. The
hearing provided an opportunity for Members to examine the im-
plementation of the MOVE Act and its effects on the Federal Vot-
ing Assistance Program at all levels from the director to individual

service members overseas.
(H.A.S.C. 112-52)

PRISONER OF WAR AND MISSING IN ACTION

The committee continued its efforts to monitor efforts by the De-
partment of Defense to meet the mandate in the National Defense
Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2010 (Public Law 111-84) requir-
ing the Secretary of Defense to institute a plan to increase the
number of identifications to a rate of 200 per year by 2015. The
committee met with an official from the Office of the Under Sec-
retary of Defense for Policy regarding the status of key decisions
pending in the Secretariat on command and control and integration
of functions in the POW/MIA accounting community. Although de-
cisions have not been formally made, the resources to increase
manpower and to create a satellite laboratory for identifications
were requested in the fiscal year 2012 budget request. The com-
mittee also received an update from the Commander of Joint POW/
MIA Accounting Command (JPAC) on the organization’s plans to
meet the 2010 mandate. The committee also received information
from the Defense Prisoner of War and Missing Office (DPMO) to
receive updates on potential changes to staff requirements for the
Joint U.S.-Russia Joint Commission on POW/MIA.

Committee staff traveled to the People’s Republic of China and
the Socialist Republic of Vietnam in November 2011 to observe
MIA Field Recovery Operations conducted by JPAC. This oversight
visit provided valuable insight into how recovery operations are
conducted and the challenges associated with the recovery of re-
mains.

The committee remains concerned with the Secretary of De-
fense’s efforts to increase the effectiveness, integration, capability,
and capacity to account for missing persons has not complied with
section 541 of the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal
Year 2010 (Public Law 111-84). The committee believes that a lack
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of oversight by the Office of the Secretary of Defense and the Joint
Staff is a contributing factor to the current situation and must be
improved upon in the future. Therefore, the committee report (H.
Rept. 112-479) accompanying the National Defense Authorization
Act for Fiscal Year 2013, directed the Comptroller General of the
United States to conduct a review of the Secretary of Defense’s ef-
forts to significantly increase the capability and capacity of the De-
partment of Defense to account for missing persons in accordance
with section 1509 of title 10, United States Code. The Conference
Report to accompany H.R. 4310 (H. Rept. 112-705) also included
authorities to accept volunteer services specifically for the POW/
MIA recovery effort.

The subcommittee Chairman led a Congressional delegation to
the Socialist Republic of Vietnam in August 2012 to observe field
recovery operations conducted by JPAC. This oversight visit pro-
vided valuable insight for the members into how recovery oper-
ations are conducted and the challenges associated with the recov-
ery of remains. It also continued to further the United States Gov-
ernment’s relationships and efforts with the government of Viet-
nam.

INNOVATIVE READINESS TRAINING

The committee continued to provide oversight of the Innovative
Readiness Training program by visiting a road improvement
project at the Bechtel Family Preserve, New River Gorge, West Vir-
ginia. This is a multi-service project executed from March thru
September during the units annual training period; with the poten-
tial to extend for the next 5 years. This oversight effort related di-
rectly to the legislation adopted by the Subcommittee on Military
Personnel, but not included in National Defense Authorization Act
for Fiscal Year 2012, H.R. 1540, passed by the House on May 26,
2011. The heavy reliance on the Reserve Component over the past
10 years has reduced the need for some of sustainment training re-
quirements of the Reserve Component.

MODERNIZATION AND INVESTMENT ISSUES

MODERNIZATION AND INVESTMENT ISSUES

During the 112th Congress, particular attention has been given
by the committee to examine military equipment modernization
with respect to military capability. How Congress chooses to fund
Department of Defense (DOD) future acquisition programs will dra-
matically affect the size, health, age, and supporting industrial
base of the air, sea, and land force structure available to U.S.
forces to support the National Military Strategy and the Nation’s
vital interests. The new National Military Strategy announced by
the Department in 2012 and current annual budget projections
could result in a significant reduction in ground vehicles, ships,
space systems and aircraft.

The committee remains concerned by continued cost growth and
schedule delays among acquisition programs. The committee con-
tinued to assess the need for legislative action by examining causes
of these problems including: late determination of requirements, re-



86

quirements growth, and failure to properly control requirements
changes; inadequate analyses of alternatives, military services pro-
ceeding prematurely with development with immature technology;
poor cost estimating; inadequate funding profiles; over estimating
potential production rates; and program instability.

The National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2012,
(Public Law 112-81) included funding and legislation described
elsewhere in this report to, in part, address the committee’s con-
cern with the force structure and supporting industrial base avail-
able to U.S. forces to support the National Military Strategy. The
conference report accompanying H.R. 4310, the National Defense
Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2013, also addressed these con-
cerns.

ARMY ARMORED VEHICLE MODERNIZATION

The committee focused closely on the Army’s plans for upgrading
current combat vehicles and starting new replacement programs.
With regard to existing armored vehicles, the committee sought to
protect and strengthen vehicle upgrade programs, for which the
Army showed varying levels of support. The committee maintained
its high priority on upgrades to the M1 Abrams tank, M2 Bradley
Fighting Vehicles, Stryker Vehicles, and Paladin Artillery Vehicles
by ensuring the Army carried through with upgrade plans and
used authorized funds as directed. In particular, the committee
took necessary initial actions to prevent a production break of the
Abrams tank and Bradley fighting vehicle programs. These over-
sight efforts included hearings, site visits, close coordination with
Army leadership, and careful scrutiny of reprogramming requests.
In the conference report (H. Rept. 112-329) accompanying the Na-
tional Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2012, the con-
ferees authorized an additional $255.0 million for upgrades to the
M1 Abrams tank.

The committee held numerous briefings and hearings in second
session of the 112th Congress and remains concerned about the
Army’s proposal to let the Heavy Brigade Combat Team (HBCT)
vehicle production lines go “cold” for 3-to-4 years and the associ-
ated impact this decision would have on the industrial base at both
the prime contractor and vendor level. The HBCT industrial base
is not dependent upon one platform. The committee believes insuf-
ficient information is available to the Army and Congress to make
an informed decision on what the potential risks would be of clos-
ing HBCT production lines. The committee needs to understand the
ramifications to the future HBCT industrial base capabilities re-
garding the Abrams tank, Bradley fighting vehicle, Paladin how-
itzer, Hercules recovery vehicle, Armored Multi-Purpose Vehicle,
and the Ground Combat Vehicle. The committee needs to be in-
formed of the Army’s projected requirements in fiscal year 2017 to
maintain a public and private workforce to sustain the current
level of HBCTSs, and what capabilities the Army will need in the
future to produce new platforms. The committee also believes that
Foreign Military Sales (FMS) may help to mitigate some of the risk
to the industrial base, but believes FMS alone will not be enough
to ensure that the HBCT industrial base is maintained at viable
levels in the near term. In the absence of a force mix Brigade Com-
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bat Team (BCT) analysis, and a detailed quantitative analysis of
the impacts to the HBCT industrial base, the committee report (H.
Rept. 112-479) accompanying the National Defense Authorization
Act for Fiscal Year 2013, recommends an additional $181.0 million
to Abrams tank upgrades; an additional $140.0 million to the Brad-
ley fighting vehicle program; and an additional $62.0 million for
the Improved Recovery Vehicle above the budget request. H. Rept.
112-479 also directs the Army to consider opportunities to accel-
erate the Paladin integrated management program and the Ar-
mored-Multi-Purpose Vehicle.

In the conference report (H. Rept. 112-705) accompanying the
National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2013, the con-
ferees recommendations are consistent with H. Rept. 112-479 and
authorizes an additional $140.0 million to the Bradley fighting ve-
hicle program; an addition $136.0 million to Abrams tank up-
grades; and an addition $62.0 million for the Improved Recovery
Vehicle programs above the budget request.

ArMY TAacTICAL NETWORK PROGRAMS

Due to a significant increase in Army funding for tactical com-
munications equipment, the committee pursued aggressive over-
sight efforts to shape the Army’s plans for future battlefield net-
working equipment. These efforts stemmed from the committee’s
concern that the Army was procuring an incompatible combination
of commercial and military communications equipment based on re-
dundant programs, unclear requirements, and uncoordinated acqui-
sition plans. In response, the committee pursued a combination of
legislative restrictions, funding adjustments to select programs,
hearings, reprogramming decisions, and outside expert reports to
help guide the Army to a more suitable and affordable path for-
ward. The committee included a legislative provision in the Na-
tional Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2012 (Public Law
112-81) that restricted procurement funds for the Joint Tactical
Radio System (JTRS) until the Secretary of the Army submits writ-
ten certification that the acquisition strategy for full rate produc-
tion includes full and open competition. The Secretary of the Army
submitted this certification to Congress on November 29, 2012.

The committee held hearings and multiple briefings regarding
the Army’s tactical network strategy as it pertains to the fiscal
year 2013 budget request. The committee continued to believe that
in the interest of increased competition, it is imperative that subse-
quent full-rate production procurements for tactical networks in-
clude a strategy for including any non-program of record vendors
that meet appropriate qualification standards in accordance with
section 141 of Public Law 112-81. The committee report (H. Rept.
112-479) accompanying the National Defense Authorization Act for
Fiscal Year 2013, directed the Secretary of the Army to ensure that
all qualification standards are documented and approved by the As-
sistant Secretary of the Army for Acquisition, Logistics, and Tech-
nology and available to vendors prior to any additional full-rate
procurements.

In the conference report (H. Rept. 112-705) accompanying the
National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2013, the con-
ferees included Statement of Mangers language which reiterates
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the conferee’s position that in the interest of increased competition,
it is imperative that subsequent full-rate production procurements
for tactical networks include a strategy for including any non-pro-
gram of record vendors that meet appropriate qualification stand-
ards in accordance with section 141 of Public Law 112-81.

ARMY AVIATION PROGRAMS

The Army sustained limited operations in the Republic of Iraq in
the first half of 2011 and continued the drawdown of forces while
Army operations maintained at surge levels in the Islamic Republic
of Afghanistan. Large numbers of legacy rotorcraft deployed to the
Central Command area of operations continued to be operated at
high tempos. Aircraft deployed included the CH-47, UH-60, AH-
64, and OH-58. The committee fully supported funding require-
ments for these aircraft, including research and development and
procurement of significant aircraft survivability equipment up-
grades to provide warning and protection against the insurgent
surface-to-air missile threat. Further, due to committee concerns
that the Army may not be fully utilizing the UH-72A Lakota heli-
copter in all operational situations, the committee report (H. Rept.
112-78) accompanying the National Defense Authorization Act for
Fiscal Year 2012 requested that the Army define “permissive”
versus “non-permissive” environments. In addition, the committee
requested additional information on what associated survivability
modifications would be required and if such modifications would be
feasible given, size, weight, and power limitations, if the mission
envelope of the UH-72A was expanded beyond “permissive” envi-
ronments.

COMBAT SEARCH AND RESCUE PROGRAMS

The committee continued to remain concerned about the Air
Force combat search and rescue (CSAR) programs since the Com-
bat Search and Rescue-X (CSAR-X) program was canceled by the
Department of Defense in 2009. Currently, the Air Force has 99
HH-60G CSAR helicopters which are 13 short of its program of
record requirement for 112 HH-60Gs. At a hearing on March 27,
2012, before the Subcommittee on Tactical Air and Land Forces,
the Air Force witnesses testified that only 93 of the 99 HH-60Gs
are currently flyable due to unscheduled depot maintenance, that
major structural cracks have been found on 66 of the 99 aircraft,
and that 47 have sustained battle damage in the last two years.
On-going HH-60G modification programs are attempting to keep
the HH-60G as a viable asset until the Air Force’s replacement
programs are complete. The Air Force is procuring replacement ro-
tary wing aircraft based upon currently fielded CSAR capabilities
with the HH—60 Operational Loss Replacement (OLR) program and
the Combat Rescue Helicopter (CRH) program. The OLR program
is designed to bring the fleet back to the program of record of 112
helicopters and is procuring UH—60M aircraft that will be modified
with CSAR equipment to create an airframe comparable to the
HH-60G and will be designated the HH-60M. The CRH program,
formerly known as the HH-60G recapitalization program, will be
a full and open competition intended to replace the entire CSAR
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fleet. Contract award for the CRH program is planned in the third
quarter of fiscal year 2013. The National Defense Authorization Act
for Fiscal Year 2012 (Public Law 112-81) authorized the budget re-
quest of $104.7 million for three HH-60Ms. Public Law 112-81 also
authorized the Overseas Contingency Operations request for $39.3
million for two additional HH-60M helicopters, and the $34.3 mil-
lion budget request for H-60 modifications. H.R. 4310, the National
Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2013, as passed by the
House, would authorize the budget request of $60.6 million for the
OLR program, $26.2 million for HH-60G modifications, and $123.2
million for the CRH program. The conference report accompanying
H.R. 4310 would direct the authorization of the budget request of
$60.6 million for the OLR program, $26.2 million for HH-60G
modifications, and $123.2 million for the CRH program.

F—22 AIRCRAFT PROGRAM

During the 112th Congress, the committee has continued over-
sight of the Air Force F-22 aircraft procurement program. Fiscal
Year 2009 was the final year of a 3 year, 60—aircraft F—22 aircraft
multiyear procurement program that will result in procurement of
187 F-22 aircraft, including the 4 additional F—22s appropriated in
the Supplemental Appropriations Act, 2009 (Public Law 111-32).
The current F-22 fleet inventory is 185 aircraft since two aircraft
have been destroyed in mishaps. The final F-22 aircraft was deliv-
ered on May 2, 2012. The Subcommittee on Tactical Air and Land
Forces also exercised oversight of the Department of the Air Force
progress on determining the root cause of several pilot physio-
logical incidents and held a hearing on this issue on September 13,
2012. The Air Force witness testified that the root cause of these
incidents were vulnerabilities in the F-22 pilots’ life support equip-
ment which the Air Force is correcting. At that hearing, a witness
from the National Aeronautics and Space Administration, who lead
a team that reviewed the Air Force’s F-22 protocols, procedures,
and processes, supported the Air Force’s findings and corrective ac-
tions. The National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2012
(Public Law 112-81) authorized the F—22 modification budget re-
quest for $232.0 million, but decreased and the F—22 research, de-
velopment, test, and evaluation budget request of $718.4 million by
$147.0 million due to program cost growth. The National Defense
Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2013, H.R. 4310, as passed by the
House authorized the budget request of $283.9 million for F-22
modifications and $511.8 million for F-22 research, development,
test and evaluation. The conference report accompanying H.R. 4310
would direct the authorization of the budget request of $283.9 mil-
lion for F-22 modifications and $511.8 million for F-22 research,
development, test and evaluation.

F-35 FIGHTER AIRCRAFT PROGRAM

During the 112th Congress, the committee continued oversight of
the F-35 program, including the F-35 competitive propulsion sys-
tem program. The F-35 competitive propulsion system program
was developing the F136 engine, which was intended to eventually
provide F-35 equipped forces a competitive choice between the pri-
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mary F135 engine and the F136 engine. Congress and the Depart-
ment of Defense originally supported the competitive engine initia-
tive, beginning in 1996, but the Department has not included fund-
ing for the competitive propulsion system program in its budget re-
quests since 2006. The Department terminated the F136 develop-
ment program on April 25, 2011. As a result, the National Defense
Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2012 (Public Law 112-81) in-
cluded a provision that would have required that the Secretary of
Defense develop a plan that would provide for the long-term
sustainment and repair of F136 property pending a determination
of whether such property: (1) can be used within the F-35 Light-
ning II aircraft program, in other Government development pro-
grams, or in other contractor-funded development activities; (2)
should be stored for use in future Government development pro-
grams; or (3) should be disposed. The provision also required the
Secretary to identify how he intended to obtain maximum benefit
to the U.S. Government from the investment already made in de-
veloping the F136. Public Law 112-81 also included a provision
that prevented the obligation of more than 80 percent of the re-
search and development funding for the F-35 program until the
Secretary of Defense certified to the congressional defense commit-
tees that the acquisition strategy for the F-35 program included a
plan for achieving competition throughout operation and
sustainment, in accordance with section 202(d) of the Weapon Sys-
tems Acquisition Reform Act of 2009 (Public Law 111-23). Addi-
tionally, Public Law 112—-81 authorized $5.8 billion for the procure-
ment of 31 F-35s, a reduction of 1 F-35A for the Air Force from
the budget request, and $2.7 billion for F-35 research, develop-
ment, test and evaluation, a reduction of $38.0 million requested
for development of Navy and Marine Corps software capabilities.
Since the F-35 production program began, in fiscal year 2006
with the first request for advance procurement, the committee has
been concerned about the excessive overlap of development and
production, also known as concurrency. At a hearing on March 20,
2012, before the Subcommittee on Tactical Air and Land Forces,
the Government Accountability Office Director of Acquisition and
Sourcing testified that most of the instability in the program has
been and continues to be the result of highly concurrent develop-
ment, testing, and production. The Director also noted that in Feb-
ruary 2012, the Department of Defense reduced planned procure-
ment quantities by 179 aircraft through 2017, marking the third
time in three years that F-35 procurement has been deferred to
years beyond 2017. Also, at the March 20, 2012, hearing before the
Subcommittee on Tactical Air and Land Forces, the acting Under
Secretary of Defense for Acquisition, Technology, and Logistics tes-
tified that earlier development and production plans had un-
founded optimism in time and resource requirements, driven by as-
sumptions about design stability, throughout the conduct of test
program and that the development program has been taking longer
and costing more to overcome technical issues that have been dis-
covered. The Department has restructured the F-35 program to ac-
count for the development and production delays, resulting in less
program concurrency. H.R. 4310, the National Defense Authoriza-
tion Act for Fiscal Year 2013, as passed by the House, would au-
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thorize the budget request of $5.5 billion for procurement of 29 F—
35s, and $2.7 billion for F—35 research, development, test and eval-
uation. The conference report accompanying H.R. 4310 would direct
the authorization of $5.5 billion for 29 F-35s and $2.7 billion for
F-35 research, development, test and evaluation.

FIGHTER AIRCRAFT FORCE STRUCTURE ADEQUACY

During the 112th Congress, the committee investigated the ade-
quacy of fighter force structure in both the Navy and the Air Force.
The Subcommittee on Tactical Air and Land Forces held a hearing
on March 20, 2012. The Navy witness testified that F/A-18A/B/C/
D aircraft are reaching their projected service-life and will require
replacement or modifications to further extend their service-life to
eventual deployment of the F-35 aircraft, and noted that the De-
partment of the Navy’s strike fighter shortfall would reach a man-
ageable level of 65 aircraft in the 2020’s. Also at the hearing on
March 20, 2012, the Air Force witness testified to an a Air Force
requirement for 1,900 fighter aircraft, a decrease of 100 aircraft
since last year based on the new National Military Strategy, and
noted that a comprehensive review of current and projected force
structure does not now reveal a strike fighter shortfall through
2030. The Air Force officials also noted that shortfall mitigation
will include executing funded sustainment and fleet management
actions for older F-16 Block 25, 30 and 32 aircraft, newer block 40
and 50 service life extension, and targeted modernization and ex-
amination of the overall force structure to ensure viable
warfighting capabilities are maintained. The National Defense Au-
thorization Act for Fiscal Year 2012 (Public Law 112-81) author-
ized 40 F/A-18E/F and EA-18G aircraft for the Navy but decreased
the budget request by a total of $211.3 million for cost growth in
certain procurement components. Public Law 112-81 decreased the
A-10 wing replacement modification request by $140.0 million and
also decreased the Air Force F-35A budget request by $151.0 mil-
lion and one F-35A aircraft, resulting in the authorization of a
total of 31 F-35 aircraft for the Navy, Marine, Corps and Air Force.
The National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2013, H.R.
4310, passed by the House authorized the budget request of 38 F/
A-18E/F and EA-18G aircraft for the Navy and the requested pro-
curement to extend the life of the legacy F/A-18 and AV-8B fleets,
and included an increase of $45.0 million for advance procurement
of additional EA-18G aircraft in fiscal year 2014. H.R. 4310 also
authorized the entire Air Force request for modifications to its A—
10, F-15, F-16, F-22A, and F-35 fleets. Additionally, H.R. 4310
authorized the budget request of $5.5 billion for 29 F-35 aircraft
and $2.7 billion for F-35 development. The conference report ac-
companying H.R. 4310 would direct the authorization of 38 F/A—
18E/F and EA-18G aircraft for the Navy and the requested pro-
curement to extend the life of the legacy F/A-18 and AV-8B fleets,
and included an increase of $45.0 million for advance procurement
of additional EA-18G aircraft in fiscal year 2014. The conference
report accompanying H.R. 4310 would also direct the authorization
of the Air Force request for modifications to its A-10, F-15, F-16,
F-22A, and F-35 fleets. Additionally, the conference report accom-
panying H.R. 4310 would direct the authorization the budget re-
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quest of $5.5 billion for 29 F-35 aircraft and $2.7 billion for F-35
development.

The Air Force budget request for fiscal year 2013 also included
a plan to retire 123 fighter aircraft, many of which are assigned to
Air National Guard and Air Force Reserve units. Concerned about
the adequacy of Air Force fighter force structure, the committee in-
cluded a provision in H.R. 4310 that would have prohibited the use
of any fiscal year 2013 funds to retire, divest or transfer any air-
craft of the Air Force and C-23 Sherpa aircraft of the Army. The
conference report accompanying H.R. 4310 would direct the author-
ization of the Air Force request to retire 123 fighter aircraft.

GROUND COMBAT VEHICLE PROGRAM

The committee devoted considerable oversight efforts to the
Ground Combat Vehicle (GCV) program. The committee included a
legislative provision in the National Defense Authorization Act for
Fiscal Year 2012 (Public Law 112-81) that restricted the use of
funds until the Secretary of the Army provided and updated anal-
ysis of alternatives (AOA) to the congressional defense committees
that included a quantitative comparison of upgraded existing sys-
tems against the revised GCV design concept. In addition, the com-
mittee encouraged the Army to establish another red team prior to
the milestone B review to assess the cost, schedule, and technical
risks of the GCV acquisition strategy. In the conference report (H.
Rept. 112-329) accompanying the National Defense Authorization
Act for Fiscal Year 2012, the conferees withheld 20 percent of
funds for the GCV program until the Army provided additional in-
formation in regard to the dynamic AOA and alternative assess-
ment.

The committee continued to closely observe the Army’s progress
in regards to the GCV program. The committee remains interested
in the results of the Army’s dynamic AOA update and alternative
assessments. The results of these efforts will influence to what ex-
tent the committee supports the GCV program in the future.

INTELLIGENCE, SURVEILLANCE, AND RECONNAISSANCE PROGRAMS

In the 112th Congress, the committee continued to provide close
oversight over myriad Intelligence, Surveillance, and Reconnais-
sance (ISR) projects and programs operated throughout the Depart-
ment of Defense (DOD).

The Department employs a large inventory of manned and un-
manned vehicles to perform intelligence, surveillance, and recon-
naissance in support of the military services. The fiscal year 2012
budget request contained over $3.6 billion and the fiscal year 2013
budget request contained $3.5 billion, for tactical ISR aircraft and
unmanned aerial vehicles (UAV) for the Army, Navy, Marines, and
Air Force. The committee has consistently sought to avoid the un-
necessary proliferation and duplication of ISR capabilities among
the services. The committee has also acted to facilitate the oper-
ation of UAVs in U.S. airspace in support of training and oper-
ational requirements and to provide support to civil authorities to
support crisis response.
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The committee report (H. Rept. 112-78) accompanying the Na-
tional Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2012 (Public Law
112-81) included specific mention of the Enhanced Medium Alti-
tude Reconnaissance and Surveillance System program, airborne
reconnaissance low, and Global Hawk unmanned aerial vehicle pro-
grams.

In the conference report (H. Rept. 112-329) accompanying the
National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2012, the con-
ferees included ISR-related provisions limiting DOD retirement of
U-2 aircraft (sec. 133); limiting the availability of funds for the un-
manned carrier-launched surveillance and strike system (sec. 213);
requiring a report on the implementation of recommendations by
the Comptroller General on intelligence information sharing (sec.
921); requiring a report on integration of unmanned aircraft sys-
tems into the national airspace system (sec. 1074); and requiring
the Administrator of the Federal Aviation Administration to estab-
lish a plan to integrate unmanned aircraft systems into the na-
tional airspace system at six test ranges (sec. 1097).

During the second session of the 112th Congress, the Depart-
ment’s budget request for fiscal year 2013 for ISR acquisition pro-
grams included proposed actions that were of concern to the com-
mittee, including terminating the Global Hawk Block 30 Un-
manned Aircraft Vehicle (UAV) program and reducing procurement
of the Reaper UAV. Both programs have played a critical role in
meeting the ISR requirements of the combatant commanders. The
Department of Defense certified in June 2011, just 8 months prior
to the submission of the fiscal year 2013 budget request, that the
Global Hawk UAV was essential to the national security. H.R.
4310, as passed by the House included a provision (sec. 152) which
would require the Department of Defense to continue to operate its
Global Hawk Block 30 aircraft through December 31, 2014. H.R.
4310, as passed by the House, also included legislative provisions
that would facilitate competition in the acquisition of common data
links (sec. 153); facilitate competition in the acquisition of the un-
manned carrier-launched surveillance and strike system (sec. 213);
and limit expenditure of funds until certification of the requirement
for the MQ-18 UAV (sec. 215).

The committee report (H. Rept. 112-479) accompanying the Na-
tional Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2013 addressed
several issues relating to ISR programs, including establishment by
the Department of Defense of common metrics for evaluating the
utility of ISR programs and projects; establishment of service-com-
mon acquisition of cargo-carrying-capable unmanned aircraft sys-
tems; integration and coordination of acquisition programs fur-
thering operation of unmanned aircraft system operation in the na-
tional airspace system; review of life-cycle costs and the effect on
operations of transferring the MC-12W from the Active Component
of the Air Force to the Air National Guard; the completion of a
strategic plan for training for unmanned aircraft systems; a stra-
tegic portfolio review of airborne ISR systems to eliminate
redundancies and lower priority systems; use of a cost-benefit anal-
ysis tool to enable cost benefit analysis and effective allocation of
ISR assets; examination of the future role of the ISR Task Force;
and Government Accountability Office examination of DOD proc-
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esses, management, communications architecture, training, and in-
vestment for improving ISR processing, exploitation, and dissemi-
nation within the Department of Defense.

The conference report accompanying H.R. 4310 included a provi-
sion (sec. 154) requiring that the Air Force maintain the oper-
ational capability of each RQ—4 Block 30 Global Hawk unmanned
aircraft system belonging to the Air Force or delivered to the Air
Force through the period through December 31, 2014. The con-
ference report accompanying H.R. 4310 also included legislative
provisions that would facilitate competition in the acquisition of
common data links (sec. 157); require competitive acquisition proce-
dures for acquisition of the multi-purpose vertical takeoff and land-
ing unmanned aerial system (sec. 213); and authorize the Secretary
of the Air Force to extend or renew the lease of aircraft supporting
the Blue Devil intelligence, surveillance, and reconnaissance air-
craft program after the expiration of the current lease of such air-
craft (sec. 1056).

RAPID ACQUISITION AUTHORITY AND JOINT URGENT OPERATIONAL
NEEDS PROCESS

The committee continued its oversight of the urgent operational
needs (UONS) and rapid acquisition process across the Department
of Defense and the military services. The Subcommittee on Tactical
Air and Land Forces continued to engage the Office of the Sec-
retary of Defense and the military services with formal requests for
information regarding the processes used to address UONS
through official correspondence and classified briefings. At the re-
quest of the committee, the Government Accountability Office
(GAO) has completed a number of reviews of Department of De-
fense (DOD) rapid acquisition, quick reaction, and counter-impro-
vised explosive device programs. In each review, GAO concluded
that the Department does not have a comprehensive policy or proc-
ess to oversee the variety of programs and projects established to
respond to urgently needed capabilities requested by the warfighter
in overseas contingency operations.

Section 902 of H.R. 4310, the National Defense Authorization Act
for Fiscal Year 2013, as passed by the House, would require the
Secretary of Defense to designate a senior official to be the focal
point within the Department of Defense to lead the Department’s
urgent operational needs and rapid acquisition efforts. This official
would ensure that all tools and mechanisms are being used to
track, monitor, and manage the status of urgent operational needs,
from validation through the transition, including a formal feedback
mechanism or channel for the military services to provide feedback
on how well fielded solutions met urgent operational needs. Section
831 expanded the scope of the ongoing comprehensive bottom-up
review required by section 804 of the Ike Skelton National Defense
Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2011 (Public Law 111-383) of the
Department’s rapid acquisition processes used for fulfilling urgent
operational needs.

Further, in the committee report (H. Rept. 112-479) accom-
panying the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year
2013, the committee recommended consolidating programs and
processes established to rapidly develop and field solutions for



95

units in combat and combatant commands. The committee noted
that given the escalating budgetary challenges, the committee be-
lieved that it was and continues to be critical for the Department
to reevaluate the current processes of how it fulfills its urgent
needs and whether there is potential to reduce duplication, frag-
mentation, and overlap to achieve increased efficiencies or cost sav-
ings, or both. The committee will continue to work with the Depart-
ment and the military services to improve upon the rapid acquisi-
tion process used to address urgent operational need requests from
the warfighter. H.R. 4310, would authorize $50.0 million, for a joint
urgent operational needs fund, a reduction of $150.0 million from
the President’s request because of the concerns noted by the com-
mittee in the current process.

The committee also continued to urge the Secretary of Defense
to leverage previous efforts of the committee to take advantage of
the rapid acquisition authority provided to the Department of De-
fense as part of section 806(c) of the Bob Stump National Defense
Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2003 (Public Law 107-314), as
amended by section 811 of the Ronald W. Reagan National Defense
Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2005 (Public Law 108-375) and
section 803 of Public Law 111-383 wherever necessary, in order to
guarantee that military personnel receive required equipment in a
timely manner. This rapid acquisition authority provided the Sec-
retary of Defense with $200.0 million, per fiscal year, to waive any
necessary statutes for quick response to immediate warfighter ca-
pability requirements in response to combat fatalities.

The conference report accompanying H.R. 4310 would direct the
Secretary of Defense to designate a senior official to be the focal
point within the Department of Defense (DOD) to lead the Depart-
ment’s urgent operational needs and rapid acquisition efforts. The
provision also directed the Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisi-
tion, Technology, and Logistics, in coordination with the Vice
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, to develop additional guid-
ance for Joint Emergent Operational Needs (JEONs), and noted
that in the absence of well-developed guidance along the same pol-
icy guidance that governs the Joint Urgent Operations Needs
Statement process, the conferees do not believe that rapid acquisi-
tion processes are an appropriate mechanism to meet requirements
identified as JEONs.

TAcTICAL WHEELED VEHICLES

From 2003 to 2011, Congress provided $43.0 billion for the pro-
curement and recapitalization of tactical wheeled vehicles (TWV),
averaging approximately $6.0 billion per year. The Army’s TWV
fleet alone currently consists of 260,000 light, medium and heavy
vehicles and represents an investment of over $70.0 billion. The
magnitude of the TWV fleet continued to present many challenges
and required intensive oversight by the committee. The committee
continued to monitor and focus on the Department’s attempts at
generating a joint tactical wheeled vehicle acquisition strategy that
would limit the potential risk of unplanned overlap in capabilities
throughout the military services in the tactical wheeled vehicle
fleets, takes into consideration the development of realistic and af-
fordable joint requirements, and incorporates sustainment costs.



96

The committee also continued its work with the Government Ac-
countability Office regarding Department’s efforts in the manage-
ment and sustainment of the tactical wheeled vehicle industrial
base. The committee continued to focus on and support the Depart-
ment’s revised acquisition strategy for the Joint Light Tactical Ve-
hicle (JLTV) program; the committee was encouraged by the De-
partment’s new focus on JLTV affordability metrics and realistic
operational requirements; continued to support and monitor the in-
tegration of the family of mine resistant ambush protected vehicles
into the current TWV fleet, as well as monitored other TWV mod-
ernization efforts to help sustain the industrial base.

The National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2012
(Public Law 112-81) authorized $2.4 billion for tactical wheeled ve-
hicle procurement, to include $155.0 million for the JLTV program.
Public Law 112-81 authorized $2.6 billion for the continued pro-
curement and sustainment of Mine Resistant Ambush Protected
(MRAP) vehicles.

H.R. 4310, the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal
Year 2013, as passed by the House, would authorize $116.8 million,
full funding for the JLTV program. H.R. 4310 would also authorize
full funding, $2.6 billion, for MRAP sustainment and survivability
modifications. The conference report accompanying H.R. 4310
would recommend full funding for the JLTV program and full fund-
ing for continued MRAP vehicle sustainment and survivability
modifications.

DEPARTMENT PROJECTION AVIATION (BOMBERS, MOBILITY, UAV AND
TANKER) PROGRAMS

Through its oversight activities, the committee was made aware
of the Air Force proposal to reduce the mobility capacity. The Air
Force indicated that the new strategic guidance and the parallel re-
ductions in land forces, retiring all 27 C-5As, retiring or canceling
procurement of all 38 planned C-27Js, and retiring the 65 oldest
C-130s. The Air Force points to greater savings and efficiency with
the proposed changes.

In reaction to the large number of aircraft listed for retirement
or cancellation the committee took action to restore a proper bal-
ance of efficiency and risk. The committee passed legislation in the
H.R. 4310, the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year
2013, as passed by the House, that would prevent the Secretary of
the Air Force from divesting or retiring C-27J aircraft from the Air
Force’s inventory during fiscal year 2013 and until the Congres-
sional Budget Office submits to the congressional defense commit-
tees a life-cycle cost analysis of C-27J aircraft, C—130H aircraft,
and C-130dJ aircraft. H.R. 4310 also would require the Secretary of
the Air Force to maintain 36 combat-coded B—1 bomber aircraft be-
yond fiscal year 2013 and prevents the Secretary from terminating
the C-130 Avionics Modernization Program (AMP) until 180 days
after the Institute for Defense Analyses submits to the congres-
sional defense committees a cost-benefit analysis of modernizing
the legacy C-130 airlift fleet with a C-130 AMP as compared to
only modernizing the legacy C-130 airlift fleet with reduced scope
program for avionics and mission planning systems.
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The committee supports continued development of a new bomber
aircraft and acknowledges that the current fleet of bomber aircraft
are still effective and relevant in meeting the combatant com-
manders’ warfighting requirements in the near and mid-terms.
H.R. 4310 would require the Secretary of the Air Force to make
certain that the new long-range strike bomber will be certified to
use strategic weapons within two years of declaration of initial op-
eration capability. The committee maintained oversight through
staff-level briefings and is encouraged by the development effort
completed thus far and looks forward to engaging with the Air
Force in future briefings once firm key performance parameters are
documented.

Through its oversight activities and the passage of H.R. 4310, the
committee did not support the Secretary’s request for temporary re-
lief from maintaining a minimum floor of 301 inter-theater aircraft.
The committee’s actions stemmed from concerns regarding the
questionable viability of the Civil Reserve Airlift Fleet, the reliance
of transporting oversize and outsize cargo using foreign aircraft
leasing arrangements, the unforeseen over-utilization rates of the
current fleet of inter-theater airlift aircraft, the consistent under-
estimation of deploying units Time-Phased Force and Deployment
Data regarding the amount of equipment to support combat oper-
ations, and that the Mobility Capability and Requirements Study
of 2016 did not address or characterize the operational risk in
meeting combatant commander warfighting requirements or
timelines. The committee also understands that the force planning
constructs used to justify the most recent mobility study were not
the same force planning constructs used to develop the most recent
Quadrennial Defense Review which sets the military strategy for
the Department of Defense.

Through its oversight activities, the committee recognized that
the Department continues to struggle with sufficiently, and com-
prehensively, analyzing and defining intra-theater airlift mobility
requirements for active and reserve components, as well as Na-
tional Guard units supporting both title 10 and title 32, United
States Code, airlift mobility operations. The committee will con-
tinue to emphasize that without a comprehensive analysis of the
aforementioned mission areas, it is impossible to justify such a de-
crease in intra-theater airlift capabilities. The committee is also
concerned that the Army has begun divestment of the C—23 aircraft
despite congressional concerns with that current action. The com-
mittee included a provision that requires an annual report from the
Secretary of the Army describing time-sensitive, mission-critical
airlift requirements of the Army and which airlift missions are sup-
ported by the Department of the Air Force.

Through its oversight activities, the committee supported the
Chief of Naval Operations’ stated desire to investigate the feasi-
bility of sea-basing unmanned, low-observable aircraft on aircraft
carriers to potentially provide intelligence, surveillance, reconnais-
sance and limited strike capabilities. However, the committee re-
mains concerned with the Navy’s execution strategy for developing
systems in this mission area and will continue to engage with offi-
cials from the Navy.
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The committee remains concerned that despite a 2-year delay in
the operational fielding date, the Unmanned Carrier-Launched Air-
borne Surveillance and Strike (UCLASS) system’s milestone activi-
ties associated with technology development for UCLASS and the
high-level of concurrency with the Unmanned Combat Air System
(UCAS) program remain essentially the same. The committee is
also concerned with the Secretary of the Navy’s plan to down-select
to one contractor during the phase of preliminary design review.
Additionally, the committee believes there are further risk reduc-
tion activities that would benefit the UCLASS program that could
be performed in the UCAS program were it properly resourced to
do so. The committee recommended a transfer of $75.0 million from
the UCLASS program to the UCAS program for risk-reduction ac-
tivities.

Through its oversight activities, the committee supported the at-
tributes and benefits regarding the KC—46A competition and ac-
knowledged that the source-selection process was conducted fairly
amongst all competitors. The committee discovered, according to
Department of Defense acquisition officials, that the competition
resulted in at least a 20 percent savings for the unit cost of the air-
craft and a savings of $3.0 to $4.0 billion as compared to the
source-selection competition held for the tanker in 2008.

The committee plans to closely monitor the KC-46A engineering,
manufacturing and development program to ensure that the tax-
payer dollars are wisely invested and that the platform will result
in a capability that enhances the warfighter’s global reach capabili-
ties. The KC—46A program office has complied with the committee
request that the Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition, Tech-
nology, and Logistics provide the committee quarterly reviews of
the Air Force’s KC—46A program to maintain sufficient and effec-
tive oversight and the committee also requested that the Comp-
troller General of the United States provide the committee with an
annual review of the development program. Through an oversight
hearing regarding KC—46, the committee gained a further under-
standing of the KC—46 program and was provided a thorough up-
date of the KC—46 Integrated Baseline Review completed in August
2011. The committee will continue oversight of the KC—46 program
through staff level briefings and future hearings.

The committee continued its oversight of the KC—46A program
and the entire Air Mobility Fleet through a March 7, 2012 hearing
on Assessing Mobility Airlift Capabilities and Operational Risks
under the Revised 2012 Defense Strategy.

In addressing the aforementioned issues and areas of concern
noted by the Seapower and Projection Forces subcommittee, the
conference report on H.R. 4310 included provisions that would: re-
quire the Secretary of the Army to submit annual reports on the
time-sensitive or mission-critical airlift requirements of the Army,
including an accounting of sorties flown in support of these require-
ments during the previous year, with the first report due on March
1, 2013, and subsequent reports due each year after on October 1,
2013 until October 1, 2017; require the Secretary of the Air Force
to maintain 36 combat coded B-1 bomber aircraft beyond fiscal
year 2013; permit the Air Force to reduce the number of strategic
airlift aircraft in its inventory from 301 aircraft to 275 aircraft, but
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only after the Department of Defense conducts a comprehensive
study that assesses the end-to-end, full-spectrum mobility require-
ments for all aspects of the National Military Strategy derived from
the National Defense Strategy, and would also require that the
Secretary of the Air Force preserve each C-5 aircraft that is retired
by the Secretary during a period in which the total inventory of
strategic airlift aircraft of the Secretary is less than 301, such that
the retired aircraft are stored in flyable condition, can be returned
to service, and are not used to supply parts to other aircraft, unless
specifically authorized by the Secretary of Defense upon a request
by the Secretary of the Air Force; delay implementation of any can-
cellation or modification of the C-130 Avionics Modernization Pro-
gram (AMP) effort until a period of 90 days has elapsed after the
date on which the Secretary submits to the congressional defense
committees the results of a cost-benefit analysis conducted by the
Institute for Defense Analyses; require the Secretary of the Air
Force to make certain that the next-generation long-range strike
bomber will be capable of using strategic weapons by the date it
receives declaration of initial operational capability (I0C) and nu-
clear certified to use strategic weapons no later than 2 years after
declaration of IOC; limit the ability of the Secretary of Defense to
obligate more than 75 percent of the total authorized of fiscal year
2013 program funds for the UCLASS program until the Depart-
ment made certain certifications and established acquisition base-
lines for the program, specify that the Secretary of the Navy may
not reduce the number of prime contractors working on the
UCLASS to one prime contractor until the program achieves the
preliminary critical design review milestone, and require that the
Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition, Technology and Logis-
tics assess the completeness of the preliminary design reviews of
the program for each participating prime contractor, and certify
that each preliminary design review of the program was complete
and was not abbreviated, when compared to preliminary design re-
views conducted for other major defense acquisition programs; and,
require the Secretary of the Air Force to retain an additional 32
fixed-wing, intra-theater airlift aircraft beyond the number of such
aircraft proposed to be retained in the Secretary’s total force struc-
ture proposal provided to the congressional defense committees on
November 2, 2012 to support the Army’s fixed-wing direct support/
time sensitive airlift mission requirements of 40 dedicated aircraft
and require that, not later than June 1, 2013, the Secretary of the
Air Force shall ensure that the Army and Air Force memorandum
of agreement for direct support airlift is incorporated into Depart-
ment of the Air Force doctrine, strategy, tactics, and modeling and
the Air Force core capabilities of agile combat support and rapid
global mobility operations, and directs the Secretary of the Air
Force to develop a strategy to ensure that personnel readiness,
training, and retention for units transitioning to new or different
missions would remain at the highest level practicable during ongo-
ing force structure retirements, divestments, and transfers, and
minimizes, to the maximum extent practical, time-related gaps for
units transitioning to new or different missions.
(H.A.S.C. 112-77; H.A.S.C. 112-113)
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SHIPBUILDING PROGRAMS

The committee continued its oversight of the Department of De-
fense’s shipbuilding programs to ensure balanced investments are
made and the Navy achieves the force structure, with appropriate
capabilities, needed to meet requirements. Protection of the sea
lanes of communication, projection of credible combat power, global
presence, and humanitarian assistance are all core missions of the
Navy that the committee remains focused on during this time of
economic constraints.

Through its oversight activities, the House Committee on Armed
Services faced the challenge, along with Navy and Marine Corps,
to balance current demands on an aging fleet within the current
economic constraints. The Navy’s budget request was for 10 new-
construction battle-force ships, this was a decrease of three ships
from the fiscal year 2012 Future Years Defense Plan (FDYP). A de-
crease of 16 ships from the fiscal year 2012 FDYP. This combined
with the proposed early decommissioning of seven cruisers con-
cerned the committee. As the Department moves its strategy to a
more focused theater in the pacific the committee seeks to obtain
the required capability and to provide stability to the fragile ship-
building industrial base.

CVN-78 is the lead ship of the Ford class of aircraft carriers.
The committee amended the National Defense Authorization Act
for Fiscal Year 2012 (Public Law 112-81) by extending the incre-
mental funding of the Ford class aircraft carriers from a 5-year pe-
riod to a 6-year period. The committee also expressed the impor-
tance of minimizing changes from ship to ship, not only for con-
tinuity in training but also to maintain a lower procurement cost.
This change was sustained in conference with the Senate.

The committee was impressed with the progress of the Virginia-
class submarine program, which has proven to be a model ship-
building program. Cost reduction efforts and an ever-decreasing
time span for construction and delivery have given the committee
the ability to authorize multiyear contracts for the procurement of
up to 10 Virginia class submarines beginning in fiscal year 2014
using incremental funding. This change was sustained in con-
ference with the Senate.

The committee, in reviewing the budget request, and knowing
that the Navy has re-started the DDG-51 Arleigh Burke class of
destroyers, included authorization of a multiyear procurement pro-
gram. These ships are vital for their traditional roles, as well as
modifications that make them a key component for ballistic missile
defense. A change from nine ships to up to 10 ships in this multi-
year procurement program was sustained in conference with the
Senate.

The Subcommittee on Seapower and Projection Forces received
testimony at the March 29, 2012, Oversight of U.S. Naval Vessel
Acquisition Programs and Force Structure hearing, that the Ma-
rine Corps’ requirement for amphibious ships is 38 ships, but that
the number of ships that are absolutely necessary with acceptable
risk is 30 operational ships. The concern of the subcommittee is
that the U.S. Navy is taking an unnecessary risk. The sub-
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committee will continue to oversee Naval Construction and the
force structure of the Armed Forces.

The subcommittee also continued its oversight of the Littoral
Combat Ship program. The committee included a provision that
would require the Comptroller General of the United Stated to con-
duct a review of the Navy’s acceptance of LCS-1 and LCS-2. This
provision was sustained in conference with the Senate with an
amendment that would require the Comptroller General to include
in their report the steps that the Navy is taking to address the
long-term sustainability of the LCS program. Additionally, the
Seapower and Projection Forces subcommittee in conjunction with
the Readiness subcommittee received a classified briefing from the
Navy on 20 September where they updated the subcommittees on
the development of the concept of operations and employment of
the LCS as well as the planned deployment of LCS—1 to Singapore
next year.

Additional oversight activities included briefings to committee
staff on the Maritime Administration’s program for scrapping and
recycling ships; the Navy’s electromagnetic rail-gun program; the
Navy’s electromagnetic aircraft launching system (EMALS), and;
the new construct known as the Air-Sea Battle. These briefings in-
volved travel to Dahlgren, Virginia, and Lakehurst, New Jersey.

(H.A.S.C. 112-16; H.A.S.C. 112-127)

DIRECTED ENERGY PROGRAMS

The committee continued its oversight of the Department of De-
fense’s directed energy programs, to specifically include directed
energy technologies with missile defense applications. During the
Subcommittee on Strategic Forces’ March 31, 2011, hearing on the
Fiscal Year 2012 National Defense Authorization Budget Request
for Missile Defense Programs, subcommittee members inquired
about the status of directed energy research and development ef-
forts, testing, and resources. Concerns about the sufficiency of
funds to maintain the Airborne Laser Test-bed platform and con-
duct further testing, continue technology development, and retain
a uniquely skilled workforce led the committee to recommend addi-
tional resources for the directed energy research programs of the
Missile Defense Agency (MDA) in the National Defense Authoriza-
tion Act for Fiscal Year 2012, H.R. 1540, as passed by the House.
Division A of the Consolidated Appropriations Act, 2012 (Public
Law 112-74) ultimately cut the MDA directed energy program to
$50 million; MDA has had to take steps to severely curtail the pro-
gram as a result.

The committee also took action regarding the Department’s di-
rected energy programs in the second session of the 112th Con-
gress. During the Subcommittee on Strategic Forces’ March 6,
2012, hearing on the Fiscal Year 2013 National Defense Authoriza-
tion Budget Request for Missile Defense Programs, subcommittee
members inquired about the status of directed energy research and
development efforts, testing, and resources. Concerns about the suf-
ficiency of funds to continue technology development, and retain a
uniquely skilled workforce led the committee to recommend addi-
tional resources for the directed energy research programs of the
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MDA in H.R. 4310, the National Defense Authorization Act for Fis-
cal Year 2013, as passed by the House.

The House and Senate Appropriations Committees in the Fiscal
Year 2013 defense appropriations bills did not match this rec-
ommendation.

NUCLEAR DETERRENCE AND GOVERNANCE OF THE NUCLEAR
SECURITY ENTERPRISE

In the 112th Congress, the committee continued its oversight of
the atomic energy defense activities of the Department of Energy
(DOE) and nuclear policies and programs of the Department of De-
fense (DOD) to ensure the safety, security, reliability, and credi-
bility of the U.S. nuclear deterrent.

In the first session of the 112th Congress, on April 5, 2011, the
Subcommittee on Strategic Forces held a hearing on the fiscal year
2012 Budget Request for Department of Energy Atomic Energy De-
fense Activities and Department of Defense Nuclear Forces Pro-
grams. For the first time in recent years, this annual nuclear pos-
ture and budget hearing included witnesses from the Department
of Defense, who testified on the Department’s nuclear programs
and budgets and their linkages with the National Nuclear Security
Administration (NNSA). At the hearing, members inquired about
DOE and DOD nuclear weapons and infrastructure modernization
plans, implementation of the New Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty
(New START), defense environmental cleanup, defense nuclear
nonproliferation, safety at defense nuclear facilities, and resources.

The Subcommittee on Strategic Forces held a hearing on July 27,
2011, on sustaining nuclear deterrence after New START in order
to examine the United States’ post-New START nuclear policy and
posture. A follow-up hearing with officials from the Department of
Defense, the Department of Energy, and the Department of State
was held on November 2, 2011, to assess the current status and fu-
ture direction for U.S. nuclear weapons policy and posture. The
subcommittee also held a hearing on October 14, 2011, on under-
standing the impacts of nuclear weapons modernization in Russia
and China on the United States.

In addition to formal hearings, the Subcommittee on Strategic
Forces held a classified briefing on March 10, 2011, on the status
of the U.S. Nuclear Weapons Stockpile with the NNSA Adminis-
trator and the directors of the Nation’s three nuclear weapons lab-
oratories. The subcommittee also held a classified briefing on June
15, 2011, on the nuclear fuel cycle and countries of proliferation
concern, a classified briefing on July 13, 2011, on foreign nuclear
weapons programs, and a joint classified briefing with the Sub-
committee on Seapower and Projection Forces on September 21,
2011, on the SSBN(X) program and the future of sea-based stra-
tegic deterrence.

The committee included several legislative provisions and report-
ing requirements related to the nuclear enterprise in the National
Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2012, H.R. 1540, as
passed by the House. These include reporting requirements on U.S.
and Russian nuclear forces, nuclear modernization plans, New
START implementation plans, NNSA construction project manage-
ment, nuclear employment strategy, limitations on nuclear force re-
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ductions, security at nuclear facilities, and efficiencies at nuclear
complex sites. The conference report on H.R.1540 included several
modified versions of the House provisions.

In the second session of the 112th Congress, the Subcommittee
on Strategic Forces held a hearing on April 17, 2012, on the fiscal
year 2013 Budget Request for DOE Atomic Energy Defense Activi-
ties and DOD Nuclear Forces Programs. Continuing in the tradi-
tion of its successful joint DOD-NNSA hearing during the previous
session, this annual nuclear posture and budget hearing included
witnesses from both DOD and NNSA. The Subcommittee on Stra-
tegic Forces also held a hearing on February 16, 2012, on govern-
ance, management, and oversight of the nation’s nuclear security
enterprise. The hearing focused on recent independent reports, in-
cluding by the National Academies of Science, that have high-
lighted significant problems in NNSA and DOE’s management of
the laboratories and plants responsible for the sustaining the U.S.
nuclear weapons stockpile. On April 17, 2012, the subcommittee
held a hearing on the President’s budget request for Atomic Energy
Defense Activities within NNSA and nuclear forces within DOD.
On June 27, 2012 the subcommittee held a hearing on the creation
and implementation of the NNSA, focusing on the history that led
to creation of NNSA, the congressional intent behind its creation,
and early efforts to implement it. On August 1, 2012, the sub-
committee held a hearing on nuclear nonproliferation and disar-
mament. At the hearing, expert witnesses discussed the linkages
between nonproliferation efforts, disarmament activities, U.S. na-
tional security, and Obama Administration policy. Finally, on Sep-
tember 13, 2012 the subcommittee held a hearing on the security
breach that occurred at the Y-12 National Security Complex in
early morning hours of July 28.

In addition to formal hearings, the Subcommittee on Strategic
Forces held numerous classified and closed oversight briefings on
nuclear deterrence topics during the second session. On March 7,
2012, the subcommittee held a classified briefing on U.S. nuclear
targeting policy and process with former senior government and
military officials. In addition, the subcommittee held a closed brief-
ing on the nuclear triad with nongovernmental experts on March
21, 2012. On February 2, 2012, and March 27, 2012, the sub-
committee conducted closed briefings with former laboratory, Gov-
ernment, and military officials to discuss governance and manage-
ment at NNSA and the Department of Energy. On July 10, 2012
the subcommittee held a closed briefing with intelligence commu-
nity officials to discuss the potential impacts of further U.S. nu-
clear force reductions and the effects of such reductions on other
nations. Finally, on September 11, 2012 the subcommittee held a
closed briefing with the directors of the national security labora-
tories and the Commander of U.S. Strategic Command to discuss
their most recent assessments of the safety, security, reliability,
and effectiveness of the U.S. nuclear deterrent.

The committee included a number of legislative provisions re-
lated to nuclear deterrence and nuclear weapons policy in H.R.
4310, National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2013, as
passed by the House. Among others, these include provisions re-
lated to congressional oversight of changes to U.S. nuclear weapons



104

employment strategy; require reports from the President, and var-
ious other officials, if certain funding levels are not met; create lim-
itations on nuclear forces reductions if certain conditions are not
met; require continued construction of a key nuclear enterprise in-
frastructure modernization project; require analysis of require-
ments and alternatives; and make improvements to the joint DOD-
DOE Nuclear Weapons Council. Modified versions of many of these
provisions were included in the final conference report for H.R.
4310.

In addition, based upon its extensive oversight activities during
the second session of the 112th Congress, the committee included
several legislative provisions in H.R. 4310 that would improve the
governance and management of the nuclear security enterprise.
These include provisions to strengthen the semi-autonomy of
NNSA from the Department of Energy; require NNSA to eliminate
transaction-based oversight wherever possible; cap the number of
employees in NNSA’s Office of the Administrator and reduce the
number of employees; clarify that the NNSA Administrator has full
authority for setting and overseeing policies and regulations re-
garding health, safety, and security for NNSA; and require NNSA
and the Department of Energy to streamline the myriad rules, reg-
ulations, directives, orders, and policies that govern the nuclear se-
curity enterprise. Modified versions of several of these provisions
were included in the final conference report for H.R. 4310. The con-
ference report also included a provision creating a congressional
advisory panel that will assess these issues of management, gov-
ernance, and oversight and make recommendations regarding how
to address the long-standing problems highlighted by the House
provisions.

MISSILE DEFENSE

The Subcommittee on Strategic Forces held several missile de-
fense sessions in support of its oversight of the Department of De-
fense’s efforts to develop, test, and field layered missile defense ca-
pabilities to protect the United States, its deployed forces, and its
friends and allies against the full range of ballistic missile threats.
On March 31, 2011, the Subcommittee on Strategic Forces con-
ducted a hearing on the Fiscal Year 2012 National Defense Author-
ization Budget Request for Missile Defense Programs. Members’
oversight questions addressed a range of missile defense programs
and issues, including Ground-based Midcourse Defense (GMD),
Aegis Ballistic Missile Defense (BMD), Medium Extended Air De-
fense System (MEADS), and directed energy research, as well as
U.S. homeland missile defense capabilities, implementation of the
European Phased Adaptive Approach (EPAA), testing, force struc-
ture and inventory requirements, cooperative international missile
defense activities, and workforce issues.

On February 5, 2011, and March 30, 2011, the subcommittee
held classified briefings on the Status of the GMD Program after
recent flight test failures and the Missile Defense Agency’s plans
for fixing the program. On April 6, 2011, the subcommittee received
a classified briefing from the intelligence community on ballistic
missile threats. On April 14, 2011, the subcommittee received a
classified briefing from the Joint Integrated Air and Missile De-
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fense Organization on the results of the Joint Capabilities Mix—3
study, which examined the role and capabilities of U.S. missile de-
fenses in various military engagement scenarios to identify inven-
tory requirements and needed capabilities.

Members of the Subcommittee on Strategic Forces also partici-
pated in a congressional delegation visit to Europe from May 16—
23, 2011, to see firsthand how the EPAA is being implemented.
Members received missile defense briefings from experts at U.S.
European Command; toured the Aegis BMD cruiser USS Monterey,
which deployed to the European theater in March 2011 in support
of the EPAA; and discussed missile defense with senior government
leaders in the Republic of Poland and Romania.

H.R. 1540, the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal
Year 2012, as passed by the House, contained several missile de-
fense-related legislative provisions and funding recommendations,
to include: reporting requirements on acquisition accountability,
the Department’s homeland defense hedging strategy, a plan for
addressing GMD flight-test failures, and study on space-based in-
terceptor technology. It also included a limitation on funds for the
MEADS program and a limitation on providing the Russian Fed-
eration with access to sensitive U.S. missile defense technology.
The conference report to H.R. 1540 included a modified version of
this provision that would require that no classified U.S. ballistic
missile defense information may be provided to Russia unless, 60
days prior to any instance in which the U.S. Government plans to
provide such information to the Russian Federation, the President
provides notification (which must include specific terms spelled out
in the provision) to the appropriate congressional committees.

On November 16, 2011, the subcommittee held a classified brief-
ing with the National Air and Space Intelligence Center concerning
developments in ballistic missile threats to the United States. On
March 6, 2012, the Subcommittee on Strategic Forces conducted a
hearing on the Fiscal Year 2013 National Defense Authorization
Budget Request for Missile Defense Programs. On March 22, 2012,
the subcommittee held a classified briefing with the Institute for
Defense Analyses on its recent report, “Independent Review and
Assessment of the Ground-Based Midcourse Defense System”, con-
ducted pursuant to section 228 of the Ike Skelton National Defense
Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2011 (Public Law 111-383). On
April 18, 2012, the subcommittee held a classified briefing with the
National Academies on its report, “U.S. Boost-Phase Missile De-
fense in Comparison to Other Alternatives”, conducted pursuant to
section 232 of the Duncan Hunter National Defense Authorization
Act for Fiscal Year 2009 (Public Law 110-417).

H.R. 4310, the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal
Year 2013, as passed by the House, contains several missile de-
fense-related legislative provisions and funding recommendations,
to include: a requirement for an analysis of alternatives for the
Precision Tracking Surveillance System; a requirement for allied
funding of the European Phased Adaptive Approach to missile de-
fense; a requirement that the SM3-IIB missile be capable of de-
ployment in both a land- and sea-based configuration; a prohibition
on the use of funds for the MEADS program; a limitation on pro-
viding the Russian Federation with access to classified U.S. missile
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defense technology; additional testing of the ground-based mid-
course defense system; and funding and policy recommendations
for U.S.-Israel missile defense programs, including the Iron Dome
short-range rocket defense system. The committee, mindful of the
Administration’s failure to provide Congress with a “hedging strat-
egy” for homeland missile defense, as required by section 233 of the
National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2012 (Public
Law 112-81), also recommended a provision for the development of
a plan for, and authorization of funding for, the deployment of a
}Slomeland missile defense site on the East Coast of the United
tates.

The Conference Report for the National Defense Authorization
Act for Fiscal Year 2013 included many of the House provisions, in-
cluding a modified requirement to conduct an evaluation of the
Precision Tracking Space System; prohibiting funds for the MEADS
program; $211 million for the Israeli Iron Dome system and addi-
tional resources for other US-Israeli Cooperative Missile Defense
Programs; and a requirement to conduct an evaluation of sites, in-
cluding Environmental Impact Statement process, for an additional
homeland missile defense site, along with the development of a
contingency plan for such site.

NATIONAL SECURITY SPACE

The committee continued its oversight of the Department’s na-
tional security space programs. On March 15, 2011, the Sub-
committee on Strategic Forces held a hearing on the Fiscal Year
2012 National Defense Authorization Budget Request for National
Security Space Activities. Members’ oversight questions addressed
a range of topics, including: space policy; a new space acquisition
approach, Evolutionary Acquisition for Space Efficiency; space
launch; space industrial base; Operationally Responsive Space
(ORS), space situational awareness; space intelligence analysis;
and concerns about potential interference with the Global Posi-
tioning System (GPS). Additionally, on April 6, 2011, the sub-
committee received a classified briefing from the intelligence com-
munity on Threats to U.S. Space Capabilities.

The Subcommittee on Strategic Forces conducted oversight of the
potential effects of the LightSquared commercial wireless
broadband network on Department of Defense GPS receivers. On
September 8, 2011, the committee received a classified briefing on
LightSquared’s Interference with GPS, and subsequently held a
hearing on September 21, 2011, to receive testimony on Sustaining
GPS for National Security.

Additionally, the subcommittee received a classified briefing on
October 25, 2011 regarding the U.S. Air Force and National Recon-
naissance Office (NRO) New Entrant Strategy on Space Launch; a
classified briefing on November 16, 2011, on Counter Space and
Ballistic Missile Threats; and a classified briefing on November 18,
2011 detailing national security space systems, including an over-
view of NRO constellations, the recent launch campaign, and a pro-
gram status update.

The National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2012,
H.R. 1540, as passed by the House, contained several national se-
curity space-related legislative provisions, funding recommenda-
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tions and reporting requirements, to include: authorization for the
Air Force to use incremental funding to procure Advanced Ex-
tremely High Frequency (AEHF) satellites, a limitation on funds
for the Joint Space Operations Center Management System until
an acquisition strategy is submitted to the committee, a require-
ment that the Federal Communications Commission (FCC) resolve
concerns of widespread harmful interference to GPS devices used
by the Department of Defense prior to permitting certain commer-
cial terrestrial communications operations, and reports on a rocket
propulsion strategy and hosted payloads.

The conference report on H.R. 1540 included a provision con-
cerning the GPS-LightSquared issue that would maintain the re-
quirement that the FCC resolve concerns of widespread harmful in-
terference to GPS and it would add the reporting requirements con-
tained in the Senate amendment to H.R. 1540. The Senate provi-
sion would direct the Secretary of Defense to review and assess the
ability of national security GPS receivers to receive the signals of
the GPS satellites without interruption or interference and deter-
mine if commercial communications services are causing or will
cause widespread or harmful interference with national security
GPS receivers. In the event that the review determines that com-
mercial communications services are causing or will cause wide-
spread or harmful interference with national security GPS receiv-
ers, the Secretary would be required to promptly notify the con-
gressional defense committees.

On March 8, 2012, the Subcommittee on Strategic Forces held a
hearing on the Fiscal Year 2013 National Defense Authorization
Budget Request for National Security Space Activities. Members’
oversight questions addressed a range of topics, including: space
policy, Space Test Program, space situational awareness, export
control of commercial satellites and related components, inter-
national agreements for space activities, ORS, space launch, and
goncerns about potential interference with the Global Positioning

ystem.

H.R. 4310, the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal
Year 2013, as passed by the House, contains several national secu-
rity space-related legislative provisions, funding recommendations,
and reporting requirements, to include: authorization for the Air
Force to use incremental funding to procure two Space Based Infra-
red Systems; a limitation of funds for the Evolved Expendable
Launch Vehicle program until details of the Air Force acquisition
approach are provided to the committee; a requirement for the de-
velopment of a strategic plan and increased funding for the ORS
program; prohibition of funds for use to limit the activities of the
Department of Defense or the intelligence community in outer
space to implement or comply with an international agreement con-
cerning outer space activities unless such agreement is ratified by
the Senate or authorized by statute; and a report regarding shar-
ing, fusion, coordination, and exploitation of overhead persistent in-
frared sensor data.

The Conference Report for the National Defense Authorization
Act for Fiscal Year 2013 included many of the House provisions, in-
cluding the establishment of important oversight mechanisms for
the acquisition timelines of satellite, ground, and user terminal
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segments of space programs as well as directing that assessments
be completed on electro-optical imagery and overhead persistent in-
frared technology.

NATIONAL GUARD AND RESERVE COMPONENT EQUIPMENT

The committee devoted substantial attention during the 112th
Congress to assessing the adequacy of modernized equipment for
the National Guard and Reserve Components. In the committee re-
port (H. Rept. 112-479) accompanying the National Defense Au-
thorization Act for Fiscal Year 2013, the committee noted that the
specific amount of resources, including equipment, needed to ade-
quately sustain the National Guard and Reserve Component’s new
operational reserve status remains a concern because of the fiscal
environment, especially given the dual mission responsibility of the
National Guard and Reserve Components, in particular the Na-
tional Guard. The committee noted the National Guard and Re-
serve Components still have significant equipment shortages in
modernized equipment, specifically in rotorcraft and the tactical
wheeled vehicle fleet. Over the past 8 years, National Guard and
Reserve Component equipment procurement averaged $7.0 billion
annually. The committee noted that across the Future Years De-
fense Program, procurement is expected to average $3.8 billion an-
nually, a significant reduction from previous years’ requests. The
committee also noted with concern that National Guard and Re-
serve Component equipment modernization is not funded to 100
percent of what the National Guard and Reserve Components be-
lieve its requirements to be. For example, the Army National
Guard will require additional funding over the next 10 years for
tactical wheeled vehicles and aviation systems of $500.0 million
and $1.3 billion, respectively. The Air National Guard equipment
modernization shortfall is $1.4 billion over the next 10 years.

The National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2012
(Public Law 112-81) authorized an additional $325.0 million for
National Guard and Reserve Component equipment.

H.R. 4310, the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal
Year 2013, as passed by the House, would authorize an additional
$500.0 million for National Guard and Reserve Component equip-
ment. The conference report accompanying H.R. 4310 would direct
an additional $500.0 million to adequately resource under-funded
critical dual-use equipment requirements for the National Guard
and Reserve Component.

EMERGING THREATS AND CAPABILITIES

The Subcommittee on Emerging Threats and Capabilities pro-
vided oversight of Department of Defense science and technology,
cyber, and counter-terrorism programs and other activities under
the subcommittee’s jurisdictional responsibility.

INVESTMENT IN FUTURE CAPABILITIES SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY

The committee continued its oversight of the Department of De-
fense’s science and technology policies and programs to ensure bal-
anced investments are made in developing capabilities to meet
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emerging challenges to national security. Related hearings in-
cluded: March 1, 2011 on, Fiscal Year 2012 National Defense Au-
thorization Budget Request for Department of Defense Science and
Technology Programs; July 26, 2011 on, Department of Defense In-
vestment in Technology and Capability to Meet Emerging Security
Threats; and February 29, 2012 on Department of Defense Fiscal
Year 2013 Science and Technology Programs; and July 25, 2012 on
Digital Warriors: Improving Military Capabilities for Cyber Oper-
ations. In addition to formal hearings, the Subcommittee on
Emerging Threats and Capabilities held a briefing on April 5, 2011,
on Defense Advanced Research Project Agency’s Directed Energy,
Cyber and Stealth Programs; and a briefing on July 14, 2011, on
Department of Defense Laboratories; June 27, 2012 on U.S. Army
Cyber Programs; July 19, 2012 on DARPA Cyber Programs; and
September 20, 2012 on Global Supply Chain Threats and Risk
Management for DOD Networking Systems.

Through its oversight activities, the committee recognized critical
shortcomings in capabilities for special operations forces and ac-
cordingly authorized in the National Defense Authorization Act for
Fiscal Year 2012, H.R. 1540, an additional $60.0 million for special
operations combatant craft systems and an additional $87.8 million
for special operations communications capabilities. Further, due to
concerns regarding the management and performance of several
procurement and research programs, the subcommittee included
legislative provisions to limit the availability of funds for commer-
cial satellite procurement and for Special Operations Command’s
aviation foreign internal defense program, which also received a re-
duction in authorized funding level by $50 million.

The conference report on H.R. 1540 included several provisions
related to science and technology efforts, including: a provision ex-
tending hiring authorities for defense laboratories through Sep-
tember 30, 2016; a provision expanding developmental test and
evaluation management for major defense acquisition programs; a
provision expanding an acquisition pilot program to integrate tech-
nology protection features during research and development to in-
clude contractor cost-sharing; a provision directing an assessment
of mechanisms to employ non-U.S. citizens with critical scientific
and technical skills; and provides $200 million to the Rapid Innova-
tion Program.

The subcommittee included several legislative provisions related
to future capabilities, and science and technology in H.R. 4310, as
passed by the House, to include: a provision regarding eligibility for
Department of Defense laboratories to enter into educational part-
nerships with educational institutions in territories and posses-
sions of the United States; a provision directing a National Re-
search Council review of defense science and technical graduate
education needs; a provision directing a report on efforts to field
new directed energy weapons; a provision allowing the Department
of Defense to support regional advanced technology clusters; a pro-
vision amending the responsibilities for the Deputy Assistant Sec-
retary of Defense for Developmental Test and Evaluation; a provi-
sion directing a report on defense forensic data; and a provision di-
recting a report and assessment of Department use of electro-
magnetic spectrum.
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The committee included several legislative provisions related to
science and technology in the conference report accompanying H.R.
4310, including changes to the responsibilities of the Deputy As-
sistant Secretary of Defense for Developmental Test and Evalua-
tion, requirement for a strategy to phase out use of animal-based
methods, permission for DOD to support regional advanced tech-
nology clusters established by the Secretary of Commerce, require-
ment for an assessment of test and evaluation capabilities for
hypersonic systems, assessment of U.S. capability to produce next-
generation 3D integrated microelectronic circuits, and requirement
for an assessment of DOD graduate-degree science, technology, en-
%ineer@{lg and mathematics programs by the National Research

ouncil.

(H.A.S.C. 112-9; H.A.S.C. 112-54; H.A.S.C. 112-107; and
H.A.S.C. 112-146)

CYBERSECURITY INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY

The committee devoted substantial attention to cyber operations
and information technology to ensure the Department appro-
priately defends its networks and has needed capability to conduct
its mission across the operational spectrum. Related hearings in-
cluded: February 11, 2011, What Should the Department of De-
fense’s Role in Cyber Be?; March 16, 2011, Fiscal Year 2012 Na-
tional Defense Authorization Budget Request for U.S. Cyber Com-
mand; February 29, 2012 on Department of Defense Fiscal Year
2013 Science and Technology Programs; and March 20, 2012 on
Fiscal Year 2013 National Defense Authorization Budget Request
for Information Technology and Cyber Operations Programs; and
July 25, 2012 on Digital Warriors: Improving Military Capabilities
for Cyber Operations.

In addition to formal hearings, the Subcommittee on Emerging
Threats and Capabilities held a total of five briefings, and round-
table discussions which included: February 9, 2011, Classified
Cyber Threat Briefing; April 15, 2011, Classified Briefing on Secu-
rity of Classified Networks; June 2, 2011, Sandia National Lab
Overview and Capabilities Briefing; June 3, 2011, Briefing on Re-
cent Cyber Attacks on Lockheed Martin; September 8, 2011, Classi-
fied Roundtable Discussion on the Defense Industrial Base Pro-
gram; and March 22, 2012 on U.S. Cyber Operations Policy; June
27, 2012 on U.S. Army Cyber Programs; July 19, 2012 on DARPA
Cyber Programs; and September 20, 2012 on Global Supply Chain
Threats and Risk Management for DOD Networking Systems.

The committee included several legislative provisions related to
cybersecurity information technology in the National Defense Au-
thorization Act for Fiscal Year 2012, H.R. 1540, to include: a provi-
sion to establish a cybersecurity fellowship program within the De-
partment of Defense that would extend the partnership and edu-
cational opportunities between the Department of Defense and for-
eign militaries. Further, the committee directed an independent re-
view and assessment of the cryptographic modernization program
and an assessment of the defense industrial base pilot program.

The conference report on H.R. 1540 included a provision requir-
ing the Department of Defense develop a strategy to acquire capa-
bilities to detect previously unknown cyber attacks; a provision to
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assess the defense industrial pilot program; a provision to imple-
ment a program for insider threat protection; and a provision di-
recting increased collaboration between the Department of Defense
and Department of Homeland Security on cybersecurity.

The subcommittee included several legislative provisions related
to information technology and cybersecurity in H.R. 4310, as
passed by the House, to include: a provision directing quarterly
cyber operations briefings; a provision directing a report on three-
dimensional integrated circuit manufacturing capabilities; a provi-
sion directing the designation of a senior Department of Defense of-
ficial for enterprise resource planning system data conversion; a
provision directing a report on providing telecommunications serv-
ices to uniformed personnel transiting through foreign airports; a
modification to the existing requirement on data center consolida-
tion; a provision requiring a report on Air Force cyber operations;
and a provision to improve organization for computer network oper-
ations.

In the committee report accompanying H.R. 4310, as passed by
the House, the subcommittee also included several items of direc-
tive report language related to cybersecurity, including a report on
the role of National Guard cyber defense units, and an assessment
of legal authorities for cyberspace operations.

The committee included several legislative provisions related to
cybersecurity in the conference report accompanying H.R. 4310, in-
cluding a provision directing quarterly cyber operations briefings,
development and establishment of criteria and procedures for DOD
contractors to rapidly report cyberattacks, extension of DOD’s ex-
isting pilot program for protection of supply chain threats, require-
ment for a report on Air Force science and technology plans to sup-
port cyber and information technology needs, and a requirement for
the DOD Chief Information Officer (CIO) to develop an acquisition
strategy for next-generation cybersecurity tools and capabilities.

(H.A.S.C. 112-5; H.A.S.C. 112-26; H.A.S.C. 112-107; H.A.S.C.
112-118; and H.A.S.C. 112-146)

STRATEGIC COMMUNICATION AND INFORMATION OPERATIONS

The committee continued its review of the Department of De-
fense’s strategic communications and information operations pro-
grams. The Subcommittee on Emerging Threats and Capabilities
held a hearing on July 12, 2011, Ten Years On: The Evolution of
Strategic Communications and Information Operations Since 9/11.
Additionally, the subcommittee directed several reviews in the Na-
tional Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2012, H.R. 1540,
to include: an assessment of counter adversarial narrative efforts;
an assessment of countering network-based threats, and a report
on Military Information Support Operations.

The conference report on H.R. 1540 included several provisions
related to strategic communication and information operations, in-
cluding: a provision re-designating psychological operations as mili-
tary information support operations in title 10, including a re-
quired report on strategy and implementation; and a provision lim-
iting the availability of funds for the Trans Regional Web Initia-
tive.
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The committee included a legislative provision related to stra-
tegic communication in H.R. 4310, as passed by the House, to mod-
ify and update the statutory limitation on the Department of State
g)r the dissemination abroad of information about the United

tates.

The committee included several legislative provisions related to
strategic communication in the conference report accompanying
H.R. 4310, including the modification and updating of the statutory
limitation on the Department of State for the dissemination abroad
of information about the United States and the reauthorization of
the U.S. Advisory Commission on Public Diplomacy.



113

ADDITIONAL OVERSIGHT ACTIVITIES OF THE
FULL COMMITTEE

FULL COMMITTEE HEARINGS

During the second session of the 112th Congress in 2012, the
committee held a series of budget and posture hearings in prepara-
tion for the fiscal year 2013 budget. These hearings, combined with
the committee’s responsibility for assembling the annual defense
authorization bill, are a central element in the discharge of the
committee’s oversight responsibilities.

On February 15, 2012, the committee received testimony from
Leon E. Panetta, Secretary of Defense; and General Martin E.
Dempsey, Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, to review the
budget request for funding and authorities during fiscal year 2013.

In addition to these hearings, the committee held posture hear-
ings in which it sought and received testimony from each of the
military departments. On February 16, 2012, Ray Mabus, Sec-
retary of the Navy; Admiral Jonathan W. Greenert, the Chief of
Staff of the Navy; and General James F. Amos, the Commandant
of the Marine Corps, appeared before the committee to discuss the
United States Navy and Marine Corps’ portion of the fiscal year
2013 budget request. On February 17, 2012, the committee con-
vened a hearing to receive testimony from John McHugh, Secretary
of the Army; and General Raymond T. Odierno, Chief of Staff of
the Army, on the United States Army’s portion of the fiscal year
2013 budget request. On February 28, 2012, Michael B. Donley,
Secretary of the Air Force; and General Norton A. Schwartz, the
Chief of Staff of the Air Force, testified on the budget as it related
to the United States Air Force.

In addition to the uniformed services, which are primarily re-
sponsible for training and equipping their respective forces, com-
manders of the unified combatant commands appeared before the
committee to discuss the security situation in their respective areas
of responsibility. These hearings began with testimony from Admi-
ral James G. Stavridis, Commander of U.S. European Command,;
and General Carter F. Ham, Commander of U.S. Africa Command,
on February 29, 2012. This hearing was followed by Admiral Rob-
ert F. Willard, Commander of U.S. Pacific Command, on March 1,
2012, who testified on his command’s budget request for fiscal year
2013. On March 6, 2012, the committee received testimony from
General Douglas M. Fraser, Commander of U.S. Southern Com-
mand; and General Charles H. Jacoby, Jr., Commander of U.S.
Northern Command, who testified on their combatant commands’
fiscal year 2013 budget requests. The following day, on March 7,
2012, the committee heard testimony from General James N.
Mattis, Commander of U.S. Central Command; Admiral William H.
McRaven, Commander of U.S. Special Operations Command; and
General William M. Fraser III, Commander of U.S. Transportation
Command.

This year the committee also convened a hearing to receive testi-
mony from Members of Congress on their national defense prior-
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ities for the fiscal year 2013 National Defense Authorization Act,
which took place on April 17, 2012.

In addition, the committee closed out its Panel on Defense Finan-
cial Management and Auditability Reform with a full committee
hearing on January 24, 2012, in which members received testimony
from Robert F. Hale, Under Secretary of Defense (Comptroller);
and Elizabeth A. McGrath, Deputy Chief Management Officer, on
Department of Defense Perspectives on Financial Improvement and
Audit Readiness Efforts.

Additionally, the committee held a series of hearings in accord-
ance with its legislative and oversight roles which focused on the
United States’ ongoing military operations and related strategies.
The committee convened a hearing on March 20, 2012, in which it
sought and received information on developments in the Islamic
Republic of Afghanistan pertaining to progress of U.S. operations.
General John Allen, Commander of the International Security As-
sistance Force and US Forces-Afghanistan; and Dr. James Miller,
Acting Undersecretary of Defense for Policy, appeared before the
committee to testify on this important matter. On March 28, 2012,
the committee met to receive testimony from Dr. Peter Lavoy, Act-
ing Assistant Secretary of Defense (Policy) for Asia and Pacific Se-
curity Affairs; and General James D. Thurman, Commander of
United Nations Command, Republic of Korea—United States Com-
bined Forces Command, and United States Forces Korea, on the
Security Situation on the Korean Peninsula. On April 19, 2012, the
committee received testimony from Leon E. Panetta, Secretary of
Defense; and General Martin E. Dempsey, Chairman of the Joint
Chki)?fs of Staff, on the Security Situation in the Syrian Arab Re-
public.

On July 18, 2012, the full committee received testimony on Se-
questration Implementation Options and the Effects on National
Defense from industry experts. The witnesses were Mr. Robert J.
Stevens, Chairman and CEO, Lockheed Martin; Mr. Sean O’Keefe,
Chairman and CEO, EADS North America; Mr. David P. Hess,
President, Pratt and Whitney; and Ms. Della Williams, President
and CEO, Williams-Pyro. On August 1, 2012, The Honorable Jef-
frey Zients, Acting Director, Office of Management and Budget; and
The Honorable Ashton Carter, Deputy Secretary of Defense, pro-
vided testimony on administration perspectives of Sequestration
Implementation Options and the Effects on National Defense. The
committee once again addressed the issue of sequestration on Sep-
tember 20, 2012, when it convened a hearing on Department of De-
fense Plans for Sequestration: The Sequestration Transparency Act
of 2012 Report and the Way Forward. Testimony was presented by
The Honorable Robert F. Hale, Under Secretary of Defense (Comp-
troller); General Lloyd J. Austin III, USA, Vice Chief of Staff of the
Army; Admiral Mark Ferguson, USN, Vice Chief of Naval Oper-
ations; General Larry O. Spencer, USAF, Vice Chief of Staff of the
Air Force; and General Joseph F. Dunford, USMC, Assistant Com-
mandant of the Marine Corps.

The committee also met in closed session on July 19, 2012, to
convene a hearing on Disclosures of National Security Information
and Impact on Military Operations. On July 24, 2012, the com-
mittee held a joint hearing with the Committee on Veterans Affairs



115

to receive testimony on DOD and VA Collaboration to Assist Serv-
ice Members Returning to Civilian Life. Witnesses were The Hon-
orable Leon E. Panetta, Secretary of Defense, and The Honorable
Eric K. Shinseki, Secretary of Veterans Affairs. On September 12,
2012, the full committee received testimony on Operational Con-
tract Support: Learning from the Past and Preparing for the Fu-
ture. Participating witnesses were The Honorable Alan F. Estevez,
Assistant Secretary of Defense for Logistics and Materiel Readi-
ness; Brigadier General Craig C. Crenshaw, USMC, Vice Director,
J—4, Joint Staff; Mr. Moshe Schwartz, Specialist in Defense Acqui-
sition, Congressional Research Service; and Mr. Tim DiNapoli, Act-
ing Director for Acquisitions and Sourcing, U.S. Government Ac-
countability Office. On December 19, 2012, the committee convened
a hearing in open session on an Update on the Evolving Security
Situation in the Democratic Republic of the Congo and the Implica-
tions for U.S. National Security. The first panel of witnesses in-
cluded The Honorable Derek Chollet, Assistant Secretary of De-
fense for International Security Affairs; and The Honorable
Johnnie Carson, Assistant Secretary of State for the Bureau of Af-
rican Affairs. The second panel of witnesses included Dr. Jendayi
Frazer, Distinguished Service Professor, Carnegie Mellon Univer-
sity; Dr. James Jay Carafano, Vice President, Foreign and Defense
Policy Studies and Director, The Kathryn and Shelby Cullom Davis
Institute for International Studies, The Heritage Foundation; and
Mr. Ben Affleck, Founder, Eastern Congo Initiative.

(H.A.S.C. 112-96; H.A.S.C. 112-100; H.A.S.C. 112-101; H.A.S.C.
112-103; H.A.S.C. 112-104; H.A.S.C. 112-106; H.A.S.C. 112-108;
H.A.S.C. 112-109; H.A.S.C. 112-112; H.A.S.C. 112-117; H.A.S.C.
112-125; H.A.S.C. 112-129; HA.S.C. 112-132; H.A.S.C. 112-141;
H.A.S.C. 112-142; H.A.S.C. 112-145; H.A.S.C. 112-148; H.A.S.C.
112-153; H.A.S.C. 112-158)

BUDGET OVERSIGHT

On March 9, 2012, the chairman of the Committee on Armed
Services forwarded his views and estimates regarding the budget
request for National Defense Budget Function (050) for fiscal year
2013 to the Committee on the Budget.

The committee noted that the President’s fiscal year 2013 budget
request totaled $550.6 billion in discretionary budget authority for
national defense. Of this total, $525.4 billion was for the Depart-
ment of Defense, $17.8 billion was for the Department of Energy’s
defense activities, and $7.4 billion was for other defense-related ac-
tivities. The President’s budget also included $8.3 billion in manda-
tory budget authority.

In addition to the base budget request, the committee noted that
as required by section 1008 of the John Warner National Defense
Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2007 (Public Law 109-364), the
President’s request for fiscal year 2013 included a separate request
of $88.5 billion for war-related expenditures in support of ongoing
military operations in Afghanistan and Iraq, presented as Overseas
Contingency Operations (OCO).

The committee discussed that the 050 budget category required
an increase to the current budget request to support critical short-
falls and underestimated economic assumptions within the Presi-
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dent’s request. The committee argued that a significant number of
program reductions could be restored and readiness risks mitigated
if the National Defense Budget Function received an increase in
budget authority above the current President’s Budget submission
levels within the Budget Resolution.

In review of the budget request, the committee chairman high-
lighted several concerns to the budget committee. First, of par-
ticular concern to the committee was the Administration’s request
to fund additional end strength (personnel levels above the fiscal
year 2017 end state) for the Army (49,700) and Marine Corps
(15,200) in the OCO beginning in fiscal year 2013. The committee
strongly supported that funding for the Army and Marine Corps
end strength above the fiscal year 2017 end state levels be included
in the base budget, regardless of the Administration’s view that it
is non-enduring and war-related. Second, the committee was con-
cerned with the significant increases in TRICARE fees proposed by
the Administration. Secretary Panetta testified to the Committee
on the Budget regarding TRICARE . . . [W]hat we've done in
TRICARE is basically provided fee increases for those that are cov-
ered by TRICARE . . . I've got to do something to try to control
those costs and this was one of the ways we thought made sense.”
The committee’s position is that increasing fees merely funds the
increased costs, not controls them. Third, the Navy announced with
the request that it intended to retire seven cruisers and two am-
phibious ships within the future years defense program (FYDP),
before the end of their service lives. The committee noted that the
Navy currently had 285 ships, and with fewer new construction
starts than planned and early retirements, the Navy would still be
at 285 ships at the end of the FYDP, lower than the floor of 313
established to meet its assigned tasking. The shortfall was of par-
ticular concern to the committee with the shift in strategy to the
Pacific region, an area where the Navy is particularly necessary.
Finally, the committee noted that the current missile defense policy
should be reevaluated, and national missile defense should be ade-
quately funded.

The committee’s ranking member did not join the chairman in
making these assertions, nor did he join the chairman in recom-
mending budgetary increases over the President’s budget request.
Instead, the ranking member expressed to the Committee on the
Budget his support for the President’s request, citing it as the ap-
propriate starting point for making a national defense budget func-
tion allocation for fiscal year 2013 that is consistent with the Budg-
et Control Act of 2011 (Public Law 112-25) and stating that it pro-
vided a balanced platform for maintaining military effectiveness
from which justifiable savings may be garnered.
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ADDITIONAL OVERSIGHT ACTIVITIES OF THE
SUBCOMMITTEES AND THE PANELS

SUBCOMMITTEE ON EMERGING THREATS AND
CAPABILITIES

The Subcommittee on Emerging Threats and Capabilities contin-
ued its oversight of the Department of Defense’s counter-terrorism,
counter-insurgency, and counter-weapons of mass destruction pro-
liferation activities to ensure the Department is prepared to ad-
dress terrorism and other emerging threats. Related hearings in-
cluded: March 11, 2011, Counterproliferation Strategy and; the Fis-
cal Year 2012 National Defense Authorization Budget Request for
the Defense Threat Reduction Agency and the Chemical Biological
Defense Program; September 22, 2011, The Future of U.S. Special
Operations Forces: Ten Years After 9/11 and Twenty-Five Years
After Goldwater-Nichols; November 3, 2011, Institutionalizing Ir-
regular Warfare Capabilities; and on March 27, 2012, on Under-
standing Future Irregular Warfare Challenges; and July 11, 2012
on The Future of U.S. Special Operations Forces.

The subcommittee continued to examine the Department’s in-
vestment and management of information technology systems and
science and technology. Related hearings included: April 6, 2011 on
Improving Management and Acquisition of Information Technology
Systems in the Department of Defense; February 29, 2012 on De-
partment of Defense Fiscal Year 2013 Science and Technology Pro-
grams; and March 20, 2012 on Fiscal Year 2013 National Defense
Authorization Budget Request for Information Operations Pro-
grams; and July 25, 2012 on Digital Warriors: Improving Military
Capabilities for Cyber Operations.

The subcommittee considered and reported legislation on May 4,
2011, that was included in the National Defense Authorization Act
for Fiscal Year 2012, H.R. 1540, as passed by the House on May
26, 2011. The legislative provisions covered a range of issues, to in-
clude: cybersecurity, counter terrorism, and funding for procure-
ment and research and development programs. The subcommittee
included several legislative provisions related to terrorism authori-
ties and special operations in the National Defense Authorization
Act for Fiscal Year 2012, H.R. 1540, to include: a provision to ex-
tend the authority for the Secretary of Defense to make combating
terrorism rewards; a provision to enhance section 1208 authority
by increasing the amount authorized from $45.0 million to $50.0
million and extending the authority through fiscal year 2014; a pro-
vision directing quarterly briefings on counterterrorism operations;
and a provision extending the authorization for the Department of
Defense to develop Non-Conventional Assisted Recovery capabili-
ties through fiscal year 2016. The subcommittee also included sev-
eral legislative provisions related to information technology in the
National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2012 (Public
Law 112-81) to include a provision revising the structure and proc-
ess of the defense business systems investment review boards, and
a provision to amend reporting of critical changes to Major Auto-
mated Information Systems.
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Public Law 112-81 extended the authority provided under sec-
tion 1208 of the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year
2005 (Public Law 108-375) through fiscal year 2015 and increased
the authorized amount from $45 million to $50 million. It also in-
cluded provisions that: establish increased oversight mechanisms
on U.S. Special Operations Command undersea mobility and non-
standard aviation programs; directed U.S. Special Operations Com-
mand to develop memoranda of agreement with the military serv-
ices regarding enabling capabilities to support special operations
forces; directed quarterly briefings on counterterrorism operations;
and extended the authorization for the Department of Defense to
develop Non-Conventional Assisted Recovery capabilities through
fiscal year 2013.

In addition to formal hearings, the subcommittee held various
briefings and events to conduct oversight including: an introduction
to U.S. Special Operations Forces display and presentation on Feb-
ruary 11, 2011; a classified briefing on April 1, 2011, covering U.S.
Special Operations Command Fiscal Year 2012 Request and Future
Challenges for U.S. Special Operations Forces; a briefing on June
15, 2011, on counter-proliferation research and development pro-
grams for the Defense Threat Reduction Agency, Defense Advanced
Research Projects Agency, and U.S. Special Operations Command,;
a classified briefing on April 22, 2011, covering the future of U.S.
Special Operations Forces; a classified briefing on March 7, 2012,
on U.S. Special Operations Forces and counterterrorism operations;
a briefing on March 22, 2012 on U.S. cyber operations policy; a
classified briefing on U.S. Army Cyber Programs on June 27, 2012;
a classified briefing on DARPA Cyber Programs on July 19, 2012;
a classified briefing on Libyan and Syrian WMD Stockpiles on Sep-
tember 12, 2012; and a classified briefing on Global Supply Chain
Threats and Risk Management for DOD Networking on September
20, 2012.

The subcommittee considered and reported on legislation on
April 26, 2012, that was included in H.R. 4310, as passed by the
House, on May 18, 2012. The legislative provisions covered a range
of issues to include: cybersecurity, counter-terrorism, and funding
for procurement, research and development, and operations and
maintenance. The subcommittee included several legislative provi-
sions related to terrorism authorities and special operations forces
in H.R. 4310, as passed by the House, to include: a provision to ex-
tend the authority for the Secretary of Defense to make combating
terrorism rewards; a provision requiring a report on counter-pro-
liferation capabilities and limitations for special operations forces;
a provision requiring the Department of State to determine if Boko
Haram qualifies as a Foreign Terrorist Organization; and a provi-
sion increasing the authorized number of National Guard Civil
Support Teams. The subcommittee included several legislative pro-
visions related to information technology, cybersecurity, and re-
search and development in H.R. 4310, as passed by the House, to
include: a provision directing quarterly cyber operations briefings;
a provision regarding eligibility for Department of Defense labora-
tories to enter into educational partnerships with educational insti-
tutions in territories and possessions of the United States; a provi-
sion regarding regional advanced technology clusters; a provision
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directing a national research council review of defense science and
technical graduate education needs; a provision directing a report
on three-dimensional integrated circuit manufacturing capabilities;
a provision directing a report on efforts to field new directed energy
weapons; a provision directing the designation of a senior Depart-
ment of Defense official for enterprise resource planning system
data conversion; a provision amending additional responsibilities
for the Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense for Developmental
Test and Evaluation; a provision making technical and clarifying
changes to a separate provision requiring a report on the
transitioning away from live tissue use in medical training; and a
provision directing a report and assessment of Department use of
electromagnetic spectrum.

The committee included several additional legislative provisions
within the Emerging Threats and Capabilities jurisdiction in the
conference report accompanying H.R. 4310, including; a provision
that authorized up to 57 Weapons of Mass Destruction Civil Sup-
port Teams; a provision that requires the Secretary of Defense to
provide a plan for the transition of appropriated funds from over-
seas contingency operations to the base budget for enduring special
operations capabilities; a provision that requires the Secretary of
Defense to report on shortfalls within the Department of Defense
with respect to counterproliferation and combating weapons of
mass destruction involving special operations forces; a provision to
authorize the use of supplemental destruction technologies for
chemical demilitarization at Pueblo, Colorado, and Blue Grass,
Kentucky, to permit safe destruction of problematic munitions, and,;
a provision that would require the Director of National Intelligence,
the Secretary of State, and the Secretary of Defense to report on
the threat posed by the terrorist group know as Boko Haram, and
the strategy to counter that threat.

(H.A.S.C. 112-18; H.A.S.C. 112-69; H.A.S.C. 112-89; H.A.S.C.
112-123; H.A.S.C. 112-139; H.A.S.C. 112-39; H.A.S.C. 112-107;
H.A.S.C. 112-118; and H.A.S.C. 112-146)

SUBCOMMITTEE ON MILITARY PERSONNEL

Religious Freedom and Defense of Marriage

During the 112th Congress, the Subcommittee on Military Per-
sonnel continued the process of examining the law and policy sur-
rounding the repeal of the law limiting the military service of gay
men, lesbians, and bisexuals known as “Don’t Ask, Don’t Tell.” The
subcommittee held a hearing to determine if the Department of De-
fense (DOD) is prepared to implement repeal of Don’t Ask, Don’t
Tell without jeopardizing morale, unit cohesion, good order, dis-
cipline, and combat readiness. Committee members had particular
concerns about the effectiveness of training programs, the impact
of repeal on recruiting and retention programs, and the adequacy
of service policies for dealing with billeting issues, public displays
of affection, and the religious freedom rights of service members
with strong beliefs opposed to gay and lesbian lifestyles, to include
military chaplains. During consideration of the National Defense
Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2012, H.R. 1540, as passed by the
House on May 26, 2011, amendments were adopted to: include the
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views of the service chiefs concerning readiness of the force in the
formal repeal certification process; preclude the use of DOD facili-
ties and resources and the participation of DOD personnel in same
sex marriage ceremonies; and reaffirm that the provisions of the
Defense of Marriage Act (1 U.S.C. 7) regarding the definition of
marriage as being between a man and woman shall apply to the
process for determining the meaning of any Act of Congress or any
ruling, regulation, or interpretation within the Department of De-
fense applicable to military personnel or DOD civilian employees.

On July 22, 2011, President Obama transmitted to Congress his
certification along with the certifications of Secretary of Defense
Eagetta and Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff Mullen that they

ad:

(1) Considered the Report of the Comprehensive Review Working
Group and the Report’s proposed plan of action.

(2) 1Prepared the necessary policies and regulations to implement
repeal.

(3) Agreed that implementation of the necessary policies and reg-
ulations pursuant to repeal are consistent with the standards of
military readiness, military effectiveness, unit cohesion, and re-
cruiting and retention of the Armed Forces.

On July 28, 2011, the Committee on Armed Services received a
briefing regarding the decision to certify preparedness to imple-
ment repeal of Don’t Ask, Don’t Tell. Member questioning focused
on the need to provide clear policy guidelines regarding the protec-
tion of religious freedom of speech and action for those service
members with strong moral and religious beliefs opposing gay and
lesbian lifestyles. Additional oversight will be required to review
the policy regulations and other documents needed to implement
repeal.

The repeal of Don’t Ask, Don’t Tell was effective on September
20, 2011, 60 days after the certification by the President, Secretary
of Defense, and the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, as re-
quired by current law. The committee continued to provide over-
sight to the Department of Defense actions to review and modify
policies, programs, and benefits to accommodate the open service of
gays and lesbians and the presence of their family members.

On November 30, 2011, the Subcommittee on Military Personnel
held a briefing for Members of the committee to examine the legal
and policy rationale leading to the Department of Defense approval
of same-sex ceremonies conducted by DOD personnel on military
installations. The briefing highlighted the need for the sub-
committee to provide additional oversight of these issues in the fu-
ture.

The conference report on H.R. 1540 does not contravene or
amend the Defense of Marriage Act (DOMA), nor is the Depart-
ment of Defense relieved from the prohibition on federal recogni-
tion of same sex marriage therein. The conference report does in-
clude a conscience clause provision to protect chaplains’ rights to
not perform same sex marriages on the basis of their conscience or
moral principles. The conference report on H.R. 1540 does retain
the current UCMJ Article 125 prohibition on sodomy.

H.R. 4310, the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal
Year 2013, as passed by the House, includes section 536, which
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would require the Armed Forces to accommodate the moral prin-
ciples and religious beliefs of service members concerning appro-
priate and inappropriate expression of human sexuality and that
such beliefs may not be used as a basis for any adverse personnel
actions. This section would also prohibit any member of the Armed
Forces from: (1) requiring a chaplain to perform any duty or reli-
gious ceremony that is contrary to the tenets of the chaplain’s
moral principles or religious faith; or (2) discriminating or taking
any adverse personnel action against a chaplain because of refusal
to comply with a direction to perform a duty or religious ceremony
that is contrary to the tenets of the chaplain’s moral principles or
religious faith. In addition, section 537 of H.R. 4310 would preclude
marriage and marriage-like ceremonies from being conducted on
military installations or other property under the control of the De-
partment of Defense, unless the ceremony involves the union of one
man with one woman.

The Conference Report to accompany H.R. 4310 (H. Rept. 112—
705) included a provision that required the Armed Forces to accom-
modate the beliefs of a service member reflecting the conscience,
moral principles, or religious beliefs of the member within the
boundaries of good order and discipline under the Uniformed Code
of Military Justice and, in so far as practicable, prohibit use of such
beliefs as the basis of any adverse personnel action, discrimination,
or denial of promotion, schooling, training, or assignment. The pro-
vision also prohibited a member of the Armed Forces from requir-
ing a chaplain to perform any rite, ritual, or ceremony that is con-
trary to the conscience, moral principles, or religious beliefs of the
chaplain, or discriminating or taking adverse personnel actions
against a chaplain, for failing to comply with a requirement to per-
form any rite, ritual, or ceremony that is contrary to the con-
science, moral principles, or religious beliefs of the chaplain.

(H.A.S.C. 112-34, H.A.S.C. 112-41)

Armed Forces Retirement Home

The chairman of the Subcommittee on Military Personnel visited
the Armed Forces Retirement Home, District of Columbia, on May
2, 2011. During the visit the chairman received an update on the
facilities operations, construction and personnel issues. This over-
sight effort related directly to the legislation adopted by the sub-
committee and included in National Defense Authorization Act for
Fiscal Year 2012, H.R. 1540, passed by the House on May 26, 2011.

Casualties Inflicted on U.S. Personnel by Afghan Nationals Work-
ing as Contractors, Police, or Security Forces

The Subcommittee on Military Personnel investigated several re-
ports of Afghan nationals serving as contract personnel, national
police, and military personnel who, without warning, attacked and
killed U.S. military personnel. As a result of the investigation, the
committee requested that the Secretary of Defense, General David
H. Petraeus, then Commander of International Security Assistance
Force and Commander of U.S. Forces Afghanistan, and the Sec-
retary of the Army review current screening and evaluations of Af-
ghans hired to work closely with U.S. forces and to take discipli-



122

nary action, if merited, against the Afghan security guard con-
tractor whose employee attacked U.S. personnel.
(H.A.S.C. 112-97)

Hiring of a Highly Qualified Expert for the Defense Health Program

The Under Secretary of Defense for Personnel and Readiness
hired former Maine governor John Baldacci as a highly qualified
expert to review military health care and propose reforms to it. The
chairman of the Subcommittee on Military Personnel, out of con-
cern that such a hiring was duplicative of capabilities and per-
sonnel already available to the undersecretary and wasteful of
funding and resources, sought a fuller explanation of the rationale
for the hiring. In addition, the chairman sought an explanation of
how the hiring and individual hired met the Department of De-
fensedcriteria for highly qualified experts. The inquiry will be con-
tinued.

Military Retirement

On October 25, 2011, the Subcommittee on Military Personnel
Subcommittee conducted a hearing entitled “Military Retirement
Reform” to examine the current status of initiatives to reform mili-
tary retirement. The subcommittee received testimony from De-
partment of Defense and military association officials that allowed
Members to examine reform proposals and understand the advan-
tages and disadvantages associated with each. The subcommittee
will continue to consider military retirement reform options in the
future.

The budget request for fiscal year 2013 included a provision that
would establish a Military Retirement Modernization Commission
to examine options for reforming military retirement and to acquire
the concurrence of Congress using a Base Realignment and Closure
process calling for a vote on the Commission recommendations
without the opportunity for Congress to amend the proposal. In the
committee report (H. Rept. 112-479) accompanying H.R. 4310, the
National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2013, the com-
mittee expressed concern that the proposal includes provisions that
would unnecessarily limit the legislative authority of the House of
Representatives by imposing a legislative process that eliminates
the ability of the House of Representatives to amend the legislation
proposed by the President. The committee noted that the Secretary
of Defense should submit the retirement modernization proposal
that he and the uniformed leaders of the military departments con-
sider necessary to the President for submission to Congress. The
committee contended that Congress, with the benefit of a retire-
ment modernization proposal that reflects the best judgment of the
civilian and military leaders of the Department of Defense, can de-
bate and, if judged appropriate, improve and finalize a reform pro-
posal.

The Conference Report to accompany H.R. 4310 (H. Rept. 112—
705) included 10 provisions, sections 671 through 680, that estab-
lished and implemented the Military Compensation and Retire-
ment Modernization Commission. The Conference Report removed
the requirement for a Base Realignment and Closure process call-
ing for a vote on the Commission recommendations without the op-
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portunity for Congress to amend the proposal. Under the revised
language, the Commission report will be considered by the House
of Representatives and the Senate under regular order procedures.
The Conference Report also expanded the scope of the Commission
by requiring the Commission, prior to making recommendations for
changes to the military compensation and retirement systems, to
examine all laws and policies of the Federal Government con-
cerning payment of government benefits to current and former
service members, veterans, and family members, including sur-
vivors, as well as laws and policies affecting various programs and
benefits under the Department of Veterans Affairs, including out-
lays from the various federal trust funds supporting those pro-
grams. The Conference Report further required that the Commis-
sion consider the interrelationship between and among the various
federal benefits affecting service members, veterans, survivors, and
their families in developing recommendations on the military com-
pensation and retirement systems. Finally, the Conference Report
reassigned responsibility for the President to appoint all nine Com-
mission members to a process calling for the President to appoint
one member, the Majority Leader and Minority Leader of the Sen-
ate appointing two each in consultation with the Chairman and
Ranking Member of the Committee on Armed Services of the Sen-
ate, respectively, and the Speaker and Minority Leader of the
House of Representatives to appoint two members each in consulta-
tion with the Chairman and Ranking Member of the Committee on
Armed Services of the House of Representatives, respectively.
(H.A.S.C. 112-80; H.A.S.C. 112-105, H.A.S.C. 112-110)

Treatment of Service Member Remains at the Dover Port Mortuary

On November 17, 2011, the Subcommittee on Military Personnel
held a briefing in which all committee members were invited to at-
tend to hear from the Air Force and the Office of Special Counsel
about the investigation into allegations of improper handling, proc-
essing and transport of human remains of military personnel and
family members by the Air Force Mortuary Affairs Operations, Port
Mortuary Division, Dover Air Force Base, Delaware, and the Office
of Special Counsel analysis of the Air Force Investigation.

The briefing highlighted concerns by the Special Counsel about
the findings and conclusions in the Air Force investigation report.
The Air Force focused on the way ahead and the plan to address
the findings by the Air Force Inspector General. The committee ex-
amined how the Air Force will support the Secretary of Defense di-
rected independent review of the corrective actions taken at Dover
Mortuary and the appropriateness of the disciplinary action taken
by the Air Force. The briefing highlighted the need for the sub-
committee to provide additional oversight of these issues in the fu-
ture.

Hazing in the Military

The Subcommittee on Military Personnel conducted a hearing en-
titled “Hazing in the Military” on Thursday, March 22, 2012, to
provide members an opportunity to hear testimony from the service
senior enlisted advisors concerning the services policies, training
and enforcement with respect to hazing. The hearing resulted in a
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provision included in H.R. 4310, the National Defense Authoriza-
tion Act for Fiscal Year 2013, as passed by the House, that would
require the Secretary of Defense to execute a plan to establish the
Department of Defense effort to prevent hazing in the Armed
Forces, and to respond to and resolve alleged hazing incidents. This
section would also require the Comptroller General of the United
States to submit a report on the policies to prevent hazing and sys-
tems initiated to track incidents in each of the Armed Forces.

The final Conference Report to accompany H.R. 4310 (H. Rept
112-705) requires each Secretary of a military department (and the
Secretary of Homeland Security in the case of the Coast Guard) to
submit a report on hazing in each of the Armed Forces to include
an evaluation of the definition of hazing, a discussion of the policies
for preventing hazing, a description of methods implemented to
track and report hazing and the feasibility of establishing a data-
base, an assessment of the scope and problem of hazing, a descrip-
tion of the training on recognizing and preventing hazing and rec-
ommendations, if any, for changes to the Uniform Code of Military
Justice or the manual for Courts Martial to improve the prosecu-
tion of persons alleged to have committed hazing.

(H.A.S.C. 112-122)

SUBCOMMITTEE ON READINESS

The Subcommittee on Readiness continued oversight of military
readiness, training, logistics and maintenance issues; military con-
struction, installations, and family housing issues; energy policy
and programs of the Department of Defense; and civilian personnel
and service contracting issues.

On March 3, 2011, the subcommittee met for its first oversight
hearing to receive testimony on the Required Readiness Posture of
U.S. Forces from an independent panel. The panel explored the
frameworks of resourcing decisions, including the 2010 Quadren-
nial Defense Review (QDR) Report, the 2010 Global Defense Pos-
ture (GDP) Report, the QDR Independent Panel Review, and the
recent National Military Strategy.

The subcommittee met in a follow-on session on March 10, 2011,
to receive testimony on the fiscal year 2012 budget request and
global challenges to Readiness. In this hearing, the services pro-
vided testimony on the required readiness of the U.S. forces to re-
spond to a range of near- and far-term global threats. On March
15, 2011, the subcommittee met to receive testimony on long-term
readiness challenges in the Pacific; which addressed the readiness
of U.S. forces to respond to conflicts in the Pacific region.

The subcommittee provided oversight of the ongoing challenge to
jointness and conducting a hearing on March 31, 2011, “The Status
of and Future Plans for Military Jointness and the Impact on our
Nation’s Readiness.” The witnesses provided testimony on the
progress the military has made towards jointness and interoper-
ability across the military departments, and its impact on the read-
iness of our forces. The subcommittee also addressed the challenges
of “sustaining the force” in a hearing on April 7, 2011.

The subcommittee met on April 13, 2011, to receive testimony on
the Fiscal Year 2012 National Defense Authorization Budget Re-
quest for Military Construction, Base Closure, Environment, Facili-
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ties Operation and Maintenance. Additionally, the subcommittee
met on July 12, 2011, to receive testimony on “How Does the Navy
Get Ready and Where Are We Today.” The subcommittee met on
July 26, 2011, to receive testimony on “Total Force Readiness.” The
subcommittee also met in open session on September 21, 2011 to
receive testimony on the Army Reserve, Army National Guard, and
Air National Guard training and operations. The subcommittee met
in open session on October 27, 2011 to receive testimony on “Readi-
ness in the Age of Austerity.”

On March 8, 2012, the subcommittee met to receive testimony on
“The Request for Authorization of Another BRAC Round and Addi-
tional Reductions in Overseas Bases,” in light of the Administra-
tion request for two additional rounds of BRAC. The subcommittee
met on March 22, 2012, to receive testimony on the Navy’s readi-
ness posture which addressed the Navy’s overall readiness with re-
gards to fleet size, ship and aircraft operation and maintenance,
and combatant command requirements. On March 28, 2012, the
subcommittee met to receive testimony on Army and Marine Corps
reset, in light of the recent drawdown of U.S. forces in the Islamic
Republic of Afghanistan, and the status of equipment from Oper-
ation Iraqi Freedom and Operation New Dawn. The subcommittee
also met on March 29, 2012, to receive testimony on Department
of Defense energy security entitled: “What is the Price of Energy
Security: from Battlefields to Bases.” The witnesses provided testi-
mony on the Department’s efforts to promote energy security in
light of a tightening budget environment.

The subcommittee met on July 12, 2012, to receive testimony on
the Department of the Air Force force structure reductions pro-
posed in the fiscal year 2013 President’s budget request. On July
26, 2012, the subcommittee met to receive testimony on “Civilian
Workforce Requirements—Now and Across the Future Years De-
fense Program” in light of the Government Accountability Office’s
(GAO’s) observations from reports regarding the Department of De-
fense’s efforts to plan for its civilian workforce requirements. The
subcommittee also met on August 1, 2012, to receive testimony on
the United States Force Posture in the United States Pacific Com-
mand Area of Responsibility, taking into account the findings asso-
ciated with the Center for Strategic and International Studies re-
port that was requested by the National Defense Authorization Act
for Fiscal Year 2012 (P.L. 121-81).

(H.A.S.C. 112-13; H.A.S.C. 112-17; H.A.S.C. 112-21; H.A.S.C.
112-33; H.A.S.C. 112-40; H.A.S.C. 112-43; H.A.S.C. 112-50;
H.A.S.C. 112-55; HA.S.C. 112-67, H A.S.C. 112-84, H.A.S.C. 112—
90, H.A.S.C. 112-115, H.A.S.C. 112-121, H.A.S.C. 112-126,
H.A.S.C. 112-128, H.A.S.C. 112-140, H.A.S.C. 112-147, H. A.S.C.
112-149)

SUBCOMMITTEE ON SEAPOWER AND PROJECTION FORCES

The Subcommittee on Seapower and Projection Forces conducted
a series of hearings to review programs included in the Department
of Defense (DOD) acquisition budget request for fiscal year 2013,
including the Fiscal Year 2013 National Defense Authorization
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Budget Request from the Department of the Navy on February 16,
2012.

In addition to its traditional oversight responsibilities regarding
DOD budget requests, the subcommittee conducted oversight hear-
ings on the following topics: March 16, 2011, Amphibious Oper-
ations; October 13, 2011, Update on KC—46A and Legacy Aerial Re-
fueling Aircraft Programs; March 7, 2012, Assessing Mobility Air-
lift Capabilities and Operational Risks Under the Revised 2012 De-
fense Strategy; March 29, 2012, Oversight of U.S. Naval Vessel Ac-
quisition Programs and Force Structure of the Department of the
Navy in the Fiscal Year 2013 National Defense Authorization
Budget Request.

The subcommittee on Seapower and Projection Forces also held
a joint hearing with the Subcommittee on Readiness on November
3, 2011, A Day without Seapower and Projection Forces.

In addition to formal hearings, the subcommittee conducted nu-
merous briefings on the following topics: February 11, 2011, Nec-
essary Considerations in Challenging Times for Effective Projection
of Navy and Air Force Forces; March 2, 2011, Ohio class Ballistic
Missile Submarine Replacement Program (SSBN(X)); March 30,
2011, Air Force Long-Range Strike Efforts; April 7, 2011, Expedi-
tionary Fighting Vehicle; July 28, 2011, KC-46A and Legacy Tank-
ers; March 28, 2012, Fiscal Year 2013 Shipbuilding Plan.

The subcommittee also held a joint briefing with the Sub-
committee on Strategic Forces on the SSBN(X) Program and the
Future of Sea-Based Strategic Deterrence on September 21, 2011.

The subcommittee considered and reported legislation on April
26, 2012, that was included in H.R. 4310, the National Defense Au-
thorization Act for Fiscal Year 2013. The legislation covered a
range of issues, including authorization of appropriations for pro-
curement programs and research, development, test and evaluation
programs for the Department of the Navy.

(H.A.S.C. 112-16; H.A.S.C. 112-25; H.A.S.C. 112-77; H.A.S.C.
112-90; H.A.S.C. 112-113; H. A.S.C. 112-127)

SUBCOMMITTEE ON TACTICAL AIR AND LAND FORCES

The Subcommittee on Tactical Air and Land Forces provided
oversight of all Departments of the Army, Navy, Marine Corps, Air
Force and Office of the Secretary of Defense Acquisition programs
providing tactical aircraft and missile; armor and ground vehicle;
munitions; and associated support equipment, including National
Guard and Reserve equipment programs.

The Subcommittee conducted five oversight hearings during its
consideration of the fiscal year 2012 Department of Defense (DOD)
budget request prior to the markup of the National Defense Au-
thorization Act for Fiscal Year 2012 (Public Law 112-81). Sub-
committee hearings included: March 1, 2011: Equipping the
Warfighter in Afghanistan; March 9, 2011: Army Modernization
Programs; March 15, 2011: Air Force Tactical Aviation Programs;
March 17, 2011: Soldier and Marine Equipment for Dismounted
Operations; April 1, 2011: and Army and Air Force National Guard
and Reserve Component Equipment Posture. The Subcommittee
conducted an additional four oversight hearings subsequent to the
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passage of Public Law 112-81 by the House: October 12, 2011:
Army and Air Force National Guard and Reserve Component Ac-
quisition Programs; October 26, 2011: Army Acquisition and Mod-
ernization; November 2, 2011: Fiscal Year 2012 Combat Aviation
Programs Update; and, November 16, 2011: United States Marine
Corps Acquisition and Modernization. In addition to formal hear-
ings, the Subcommittee received a briefing from representatives of
DOD on the following: a classified briefing on provision of force pro-
tection for forces in Afghanistan and a classified briefing on special
access programs included in the budget request for fiscal year
2012.

The subcommittee conducted four oversight hearings during its
consideration of the fiscal year 2013 Department of Defense budget
request prior to the markup of the National Defense Authorization
Act for Fiscal Year 2013, H.R. 4310, passed by the House May 18,
2012. Subcommittee hearings included: March 8, 2012: Army and
Marine Corps Ground System Modernization Programs; March 20,
2012: Navy, Marine Corps and Air Force Tactical Aviation Pro-
grams; March 27, 2012: Fiscal Year 2013 DOD Rotorcraft Mod-
ernization Programs; and September 13, 2012: F-22 aircraft pilot
physiological issues. The subcommittee also received two classified
briefings: February 29, 2012, and July 26, 2012; related to Afghani-
stan on equipment support to the warfighter and actions being
taken to counter current threats, particularly the continued threat
of improvised explosive devices.

(H.A.S.C. 112-10; H.A.S.C. 112-15; H.A.S.C. 112-20; H.A.S.C.
112-27; H.A.S.C. 112-35; H.A.S.C. 112-75; H.A.S.C. 112-82;
H.A.S.C. 112-87; H.A.S.C. 112-91; H.AS.C. 112-114; H.A.S.C.
112-119; H.A.S.C. 112-124; and H.A.S.C. 112-154)

SUBCOMMITTEE ON OVERSIGHT AND INVESTIGATIONS

The Subcommittee on Oversight and Investigations was reestab-
lished by the 112th Congress to conduct studies and investigations
as directed by the chairman and ranking member of the Committee
on Armed Services after coordination with the chairman and rank-
ing member of the Subcommittee on Oversight and Investigations.
The subcommittee conducts comprehensive, in-depth oversight of
major issues and makes recommendations to the committee for con-
sideration and potential legislative action.

Transfer and Release of Guantanamo Bay Detainees and Reengage-
ment

In March 2011, Chairman Howard P. “Buck” McKeon and Rank-
ing Minority Member Adam Smith directed the Oversight and In-
vestigations Subcommittee to undertake an in-depth, comprehen-
sive bipartisan investigation of procedures to dispatch detainees
from the Guantanamo Bay detention facility (GTMO) over the past
decade. This necessarily included an examination of mechanisms
intended to prevent former detainees from reengaging in terror-re-
lated activities.

In conducting this study, committee staff travelled to eleven
countries, interviewed nearly every senior official directly involved
in these matters in both the Bush and Obama administrations, re-
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ceived briefings from the Department of Defense and Department
of State, consulted with eighteen subject matter experts, met with
two former detainees, and reviewed thousands of pages of classified
and unclassified documents. Subcommittee Members convened a
hearing, three Member briefings (including one that was classified),
and travelled to several relevant locations.

At the conclusion of the investigation, the subcommittee issued
a report which found that the Bush and Obama administrations,
in reaction to domestic political pressures, desire to earn goodwill
abroad, and in an attempt to advance strategic national security
goals, sought to “release” or “transfer” GTMO detainees elsewhere
(H.A.S.C. Print 112-4). Those “released” were judged a sufficiently
low threat that they were sent to countries with no expectation of
follow up. “Transferred” detainees, because they were assessed as
relatively more dangerous, were conveyed with the expectation that
some process would be applied in the receiving nation to mitigate
the threat they potentially posed.

The subcommittee’s report stated that despite earnest and well-
meaning efforts by officials in both administrations, properly evalu-
ating detainees and ensuring that their cases were handled appro-
priately by receiving countries was, and remains, a challenge. This
conclusion may be supported by the fact that the Office of the Di-
rector of National Intelligence (ODNI) estimated in March 2012
that 27.9% of the 599 detainees who have left GTMO were con-
firmed (15.9%) or suspected (12%) to be presently or previously re-
engaged in terrorist activities.

This is an increase from the figures cited in the subcommittee’s
report. As it noted, ODNI estimated in December 2010 that the
confirmed (13.5%) and suspected (11.5%) reengagement rate totaled
25%. Furthermore, although ODNI reported at that time that, of
the 66 detainees who had left GTMO since February 2009, two
were confirmed and three suspected of reengagement, in March
2012 ODNI announced that the numbers had changed to three con-
firmed and two suspected. The reengagement rate trend may sup-
port ODNT’s declaration in 2010 that the Intelligence Community
“assesses that if additional detainees are transferred from GTMO,
some of them will reengage in terrorist or insurgent activities.”

It is important to note, however, that two of the five suspected
or confirmed detainees who left GTMO after January 2009 were re-
leased pursuant to court orders. In addition, as the Subcommittee’s
report notes, according to the ODNI, the reengagement rate for de-
tainees who departed after January 2009 is seven and one half per-
cent. This is a fraction of the 30.5% combined suspected and con-
firmed rate for detainees who left before that date. On the other
hand, as the subcommittee report explains, it is difficult to compare
statistical trends from two disparate groups of former detainees (a
smaller pool that left GTMO relatively recently and a much larger
pool that has been gone for a much longer period).

The Subcommittee’s report posited four findings:

Finding 1. Mechanisms to reduce the GTMO population were
first contemplated when the facility was established in 2002. How-
ever, procedures to accomplish this took about eight months to fi-
nalize, and were spurred by persistent concerns that some detain-
ees should not be held.
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Finding 2. After the first review process began, political and dip-
lomatic pressures to reduce the GTMO population arose, resulting
in releases and transfers.

Finding 3. Pressures to reduce the GTMO population accelerated
in the second Bush term, before reengagement dangers became
fully apparent.

Finding 4. While changes in the GTMO transfer and release
process instituted by the Obama administration differed in some
important respects from the Bush administration, there are suffi-
cient continuities so that the threat of reengagement may not be
lessened in the long term.

In addition to chapters discussing each finding in depth, the re-
port included several companion articles illustrating specific issues.
A classified section set forth additional information and findings.

The report offered the following recommendations which led to
legislative provisions in H.R. 4310:

(1) The Department of Defense, the Central Intelligence Agency,
the Defense Intelligence Agency, and the Office of the Director of
National Intelligence collaborate produce a report (in classified and
unclassified versions) to congressional committees of jurisdiction
assessing factors causing or contributing to reengagement; includ-
ing a discussion of trends, by country and region, where reengage-
ment has occurred;

(2) The Department of Defense and Department of State produce
a report (in classified and unclassified versions) to congressional
committees of jurisdiction assessing the effectiveness of agreements
in each country where transfers have occurred;

(3) Congress continue the certification requirements on GTMO
transfers which are contained in the National Defense Authoriza-
tion Act for Fiscal Year 2012 (Pub. L. No. 112-81; 125 Stat. 1561
[20d1 1]), at least until receiving and reviewing the specified reports;
an

(4) Additional action as outlined in the classified annex.

The report was not signed by the minority members of the sub-
committee. The four minority members of the subcommittee collec-
tively signed “Dissenting Views” in which they concluded they be-
lieved the report was incomplete and indicated disagreement with
several of the key findings and recommendations. In particular, the
minority members disagreed with recommendation 3. In addition,
the Ranking Minority Member submitted an additional statement,
which was signed by the other minority members.

Afghan National Security Forces Sizing and Transition to Security
Lead Decisions

In June 2012, the Chairman of the Committee directed the sub-
committee to convene a series of hearings and briefings about the
projected growth of the Afghan National Security Forces (ANSF),
the conditions and timetable in which those forces will assume se-
curity responsibility from United States and International Security
Assistance Forces, and the related schedule for the drawdown of
these forces.

Consequently, between June 20 and September 12, 2012, the
subcommittee convened five hearings and two closed briefings and
took testimony from more than twenty witnesses on these subjects.
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Staff also received a classified briefing and reviewed written docu-
ments and materials produced by the Department of Defense.

The first hearing was held on June 20, 2012. It was titled “Af-
ghan National Security Forces: Resources, Strategy, and Timetable
for Security Lead Transition.” Witnesses were the Honorable David
S. Sedney, Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense for Afghanistan,
Pakistan and Central Asia and Major General (USA) Stephen
Townsend, Director, Pakistan/Afghanistan Coordination Cell, The
Joint Staff.

On June 27, 2012, the second hearing convened. Entitled “Expert
Assessments on the Afghan National Security Forces: Resources,
Strategy, and Timetable for Security Lead Transition,” the wit-
nesses were Mr. Max Boot, Jeane J. Kirkpatrick Senior Fellow for
National Security Studies, Council on Foreign Relations; General
(USA, ret.) Jack Keane, Former Vice Chief of Staff, U.S. Army; and
Dr. Michael O’Hanlon, Director of Research and Senior Fellow,
Sydney Stein, Jr. Chair, Foreign Policy Program, Brookings Insti-
tution.

The third hearing took place on July 18, 2012. There were three
witnesses to speak on “Withdrawal from Afghanistan: Historical
Lessons.” Testifying before the Subcommittee were Dr. Lewis “Bob”
Sorley, Historian and author of A Better War: the Unexamined Vic-
tories and Final Tragedy of America’s Last Years in Vietnam; Mr.
Mark Moyar, Historian and author of Triumph Forsaken; The Viet-
nam War, 1954-1965; Dr. Joseph J. Collins, Professor of National
Security Strategy, National War College and author of Under-
standing War in Afghanistan; and Ms. Olga Oliker, Director, Inter-
national and Security Policy Department, RAND Corporation.

The subcommittee’s fourth hearing on July 24, 2012 was entitled,
“Afghan National Security Forces and Security Lead Transition:
The Assessment Process, Metrics, and Efforts to Build Capacity.”
Testimony was received from Dr. Anthony Cordesman, Arleigh A.
Burke Chair in Strategy, Center for Strategic and International
Studies; Dr. Joseph Felter, Senior Research Scholar, Center for
International Security and Cooperation, Stanford University; Mr.
Charles M. Johnson, Jr., Director, International Affairs and Trade,
U.S. Government Accountability Office; and Ambassador (ret.) Ken-
neth Moorefield, Deputy Inspector General for Special Plans and
Operations, Office of the Inspector General, Department of De-
fense. Before this hearing, the Subcommittee received a related
classified briefing from the Department of Defense.

The fifth and final hearing was held on August 2, 2012. For this
hearing, “Afghan National Security Forces: Afghan Corruption and
the Development of an Effective Fighting Force,” there were three
witnesses: Lieutenant General (USA ret.) James Dubik, Senior Fel-
low, Institute for the Study of War; Dr. Vanda Felbab-Brown, Fel-
low, Foreign Policy Studies, Brookings Institution; and Dr. Ken-
neth Katzman, Specialist in Middle Eastern Affairs, Congressional
Research Service.

On September 12, 2012 the subcommittee received its second
closed briefing. Representatives of the Government Accountability
Office provided information to the subcommittee.

Generally, the witnesses in this hearing series agreed that the
prospect of a successful ANSF build up, assumption of security
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lead, and sustained operation is certainly possible, albeit fraught
with difficulties. However, information gathered by the sub-
committee also showed that eventual ANSF assumption of security
responsibilities was the only realistic alternative for the United
States to pursue, although there was less consensus on the specific
timetable and extent of post-transfer U.S. involvement and fund-
ing.

In connection with this work, subcommittee members also par-
ticipated in an oversight delegation to the Islamic Republic of Af-
ghanistan and the Islamic Republic of Pakistan. Members and staff
met with military commanders, United States embassy officials
and foreign government officials from relevant ministries, including
a governor and chief minister from Peshawar.

Arlington National Cemetery Accountability and Reform

In February 2012, the subcommittee held a hearing to receive an
update on the actions taken by the Army to improve its manage-
ment of the Arlington National Cemetery, with particular emphasis
on the Gravesite Accountability Task Force responsible for vali-
dating gravesite records, information, and locations. The hearing
was part of a long-term effort aimed at overseeing accountability
and reform efforts to ensure past contractual and administrative
mismanagement issues have been addressed. Hearing witnesses
were: Lieutenant General Peter M. Vangjel, the Inspector General
of the U.S. Army, Ms. Belva Martin, Director, Acquisition and
Sourcing Management Team, U.S. Government Accountability Of-
fice; Mr. Brian J. Lepore, Director of Defense Capabilities and
Management, U.S. Government Accountability Office; and Ms.
Kathryn Condon, the Executive Director of the Army’s National
Cemeteries Program.

(H.A.S.C. 112-98)

U.S. Navy 30 Year Shipbuilding Plan-Assumptions and Associated
Risks to National Security

In connection with subcommittee efforts to consider the efficacy
of the Navy’s thirty year shipbuilding plan, the subcommittee held
hearings and conducted oversight visits. Visits were conducted to
Electric Boat Shipbuilding in Groton, Connecticut and Quonset
Point, Rhode Island; Bath Iron Works in Maine; General Dynamics
NASSCO in San Diego, California; Huntington Ingalls Industry in
Pascagoula, Mississippi; and Austal in Mobile, Alabama. The pur-
pose of the visits was to meet with shipyard leaders, inspect facili-
ties, and learn about industry challenges and concerns.

On April 18, 2012, the subcommittee conducted a hearing titled
“The Navy’s 30—Year Shipbuilding Plan: Assumptions and Associ-
ated Risks to National Security.” Witnesses were: Mr. Ronald
O’Rourke, Defense Policy and Arms Control Section, Congressional
Research Service, Dr. Seth Cropsey, Senior Fellow, Hudson Insti-
tute; and Ms. Mackenzie Eaglen, Resident Fellow at the Marilyn
Ware Center for Security Studies, American Enterprise Institute.
(H.A.S.C. 112-131)

The hearing series concluded with a hearing entitled “Navy Ship-
building and Impacts on the Defense Industrial Base in a Time of
Fiscal Uncertainty.” Witnesses were The Honorable Sean Stackley,



132

Assistant Secretary of the Navy (Research, Development and Ac-
quisition) and RADM Thomas J. Eccles, Chief Engineer and Dep-
uty Commander for Naval Systems Engineering, Naval Sea Sys-
tems Command.

Department of Defense Auditability Challenges

The subcommittee held a hearing to follow-up on the “Defense
Financial Management and Auditability Reform Panel” which was
appointed by Chairman McKeon and Ranking Member Smith in
July 2011 to carry out a comprehensive review of the Department’s
financial management system. The purpose of the review was to
oversee DOD’s financial management system and its capacity for
providing timely, reliable, and useful information needed for accu-
rate decision-making and reporting. The subcommittee received in-
formation from the Department and service components regarding
the challenges with audit readiness and obstacles to achieving a
clean audit by 2014. Panel members were: Mr. Robert Hale, Under-
secretary of Defense, Comptroller; Ms. Elizabeth McGrath, Deputy
Chief Management Officer; The Honorable Gladys Commons, As-
sistant Secretary of the Navy, Financial Management and Comp-
troller; Dr. Mary Sally Matiella, Assistant Secretary of the Army,
Financial Management and Comptroller; and Ms. Marilyn Thomas,
Deputy Assistant Secretary for Financial Management and Comp-
troller.

SUBCOMMITTEE ON STRATEGIC FORCES

The Subcommittee on Strategic Forces addressed strategic forces
programs (except deep strike systems), space programs, ballistic
missile defense programs, intelligence policy and national pro-
grams, as well as Department of Energy national security pro-
grams (except nuclear non-proliferation programs), by conducting
hearings during its consideration of the fiscal year 2012 budget re-
quest, including: March 15, 2011, national security space activities;
March 31, 2011, missile defense programs; and April 5, 2011, De-
partment of Energy Atomic Energy Defense Activities and Depart-
ment of Defense Nuclear Programs.

In addition to its oversight responsibilities regarding the budget
requests, the subcommittee conducted an oversight hearing on
March 2, 2011, on the Status of U.S. Strategic Forces. The sub-
committee also held several briefings on the following oversight
topics: February 10, 2011 and March 30, 2011, Status of the
Ground-based Midcourse Defense Program; March 10, 2011, Status
of the United States Nuclear Weapons Stockpile; April 14, 2011,
Joint Capability Mix-III Study; and June 15, 2011, nuclear fuel
cycle and countries of proliferation concern.

The committee held informal educational briefings on the fol-
lowing topics: February 9, 2011, missile defense policy and posture;
February 15, 2011, history and evolution of nuclear policy and pos-
ture; March 1, 2011, the Administration’s nuclear policy and pos-
ture; March 9, 2011, space fundamentals and space policy and
strategy; March 30, 2011, missile defense programs; April 6, 2011,
space and ballistic missile threats; and April 13, 2011, Department
of Energy environmental management programs. In addition, the
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subcommittee considered and reported legislation on May 4, 2011,
that was included in the National Defense Authorization Act for
Fiscal Year 2012 (Public Law 112-81).

During the second session of the 112th Congress, the Sub-
committee on Strategic Forces addressed the programs in its area
of oversight responsibility by conducting hearings during its consid-
eration of the fiscal year 2013 budget request, including: March 6,
2012, missile defense programs; March 8, national security space
activities; and, April 18, 2012, Department of Energy Atomic En-
ergy Defense Activities and Department of Defense Nuclear Pro-
grams.

In addition to its oversight responsibilities regarding the budget
requests, the subcommittee conducted an oversight hearing on Feb-
ruary 16, 2012, on the report of the National Academies Phase I
Study on Managing for High Quality Science and Engineering at
the NNSA National Security Laboratories. Further, the sub-
committee conducted an oversight hearing on June 27, 2012 on the
implementation of the National Nuclear Security Administration
Act; an August 1, 2012 hearing on the linkage between U.S. disar-
mament efforts and nonproliferation goals; and, a September 13,
2012 hearing on the security incursion at the NNSA’s Y-12 produc-
tion plant in Oak Ridge Tennessee.

The subcommittee also held several briefings on the following
oversight topics: March 7, 2012, on the history and practice of U.S.
nuclear weapons planning and targeting by Mr. Franklin Miller
and General Larry Welch (USAF Ret); March 7, 2012 with the Na-
tional Air and Space Intelligence Center and the Defense Security
Service on the diversion of U.S. export controlled technology; March
21, 2012, on the history and practice of U.S. nuclear weapons plan-
ning and targeting by Admiral Rich Mies (USN Ret) and Mr. Bruce
Blair; March 27, 2012, on reform of the National Nuclear Security
Administration with Ambassador Linton Brooks and General
James Cartwright (USMC Ret); April 18, 2012, on the National
Academy of Sciences report on U.S. ballistic missile programs and
boost phase defense options; July 10, 2012 with the National Intel-
ligence Council on possibilities and challenges of further U.S. nu-
clear arms reductions; July 24, 2012 with the National Intelligence
Council on foreign intercontinental ballistic missile program devel-
opments; and, September 11, 2012 on the annual Report on Stock-
pile Assessment of the national nuclear weapons laboratory direc-
tors and the Commander of U.S. Strategic Command.

In addition, the subcommittee considered and reported legislation
on April 26, 2012, that was included in H.R. 4310, the National De-
fense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2013.

(H.A.S.C. 112-12; H.A.S.C. 112-22; H.A.S.C. 112-32; H.A.S.C.
112-36; H.A.S.C. 112-58; H.A.S.C. 112-65, H.A.S.C. 112-78;
H.A.S.C. 112-88)

PANEL ON BUSINESS CHALLENGES WITHIN THE DEFENSE
INDUSTRY

On September 20, 2011, the committee formally established the
Panel on Business Challenges within the Defense Industry. This
seven-member panel was initiated by the chairman and ranking
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member of the committee to examine the challenges for the private
sector in doing business with the Department of Defense. The
panel was commissioned for 6 months and tasked with examining
the defense business environment and developing an under-
standing of how the Department of Defense could spur innovation,
competition, and cost savings by encouraging new entrants into the
industrial base and fostering the transition of technology. Although
it was not provided legislative jurisdiction, the panel reported its
findings, including recommendations for possible legislation, to the
full committee on March 19, 2012.

The panel examined a variety of issues and topics covering the
broad scope of contracting, industrial base security, small business
programs, and efforts to increase innovation and transition tech-
nology for the warfighter. The panel held three hearings and five
industry roundtable sessions between January and March of 2012.

The panel’s first hearing of 2012 was held on January 17, 2012,
entitled ‘Unique Challenges Faced by Small and Mid-Sized Busi-
nesses.” The focus of the hearing was to gain a better under-
standing of the challenges of small and mid-sized businesses in re-
ceiving opportunities to work with the Department of Defense, and
the challenges they had once that work had begun. The witnesses
included Mr. A. John Shoraka, Acting Associate Administrator for
Government Contracting and Business Administration, United
States Small Business Administration; Ms. Linda Hillmer, Chair,
Small Business Division of the National Defense Industrial Asso-
ciation; and Ms. Lynn M. Schubert, President, The Surety and Fi-
delity Association of America.

The panel’s next hearing was held on January 23, 2012, entitled
‘Doing Business with DOD: Getting Innovative Solutions from Con-
cept to the Hands of the Warfighter.” This hearing focused on the
role of universities, non-profit research institutions and federally
funded research and development centers (FFRDCs) in the develop-
ment and research activities in order to get innovative tools and
technologies from the academia to the warfighter. The hearing’s
witnesses were Dr. Stephen E. Cross, Executive Vice President for
Research, Georgia Institute of Technology; Dr. Norman Winarsky,
Vice President, SRI Ventures, Stanford Research Institute (SRI);
and Dr. Stephen Huffman, Vice President and Chief Technology Of-
ficer, the MITRE Corporation.

On February 6, 2012, the panel held its final hearing addressing
‘Doing Business with DOD: Contracting and Regulatory Chal-
lenges.” This hearing examined contracting and regulatory issues
that may be creating barriers to entry, reduce competition, stifling
innovation, or otherwise negatively impacting the defense indus-
trial base. The witnesses were Dr. Allan V. Burman, President, Jef-
ferson Solutions; Mr. Raj Sharma, President and Co-Chair of the
Board of Directors for the FAIR Institute; and Mr. Joel L. Johnson,
former Vice President, International at the Aerospace Industries
Association of America, Inc.

In addition to the hearings, the panel conducted five industry
roundtables. The purpose of these events was to directly solicit in-
dustry views on challenges they face and to ensure such views were
collected from a cross-section of industries and businesses, oper-
ating in a variety of congressional districts that have a strong de-
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fense industry presence. These events included a roundtable with
15 to 20 industry participants and were an opportunity for panel
Members and industry to connect and discuss in an open dialogue
about strengths and weaknesses of the defense acquisition system.
In addition, the panel also used the events to meet with represent-
atives from local colleges and universities who conduct research
and provide analysis for the Department of Defense on a myriad
of issues.

The panel’s first roundtable event of 2012 was held at Santa
Clarita City Hall in Santa Clarita, California on January 8, 2012.
At this field roundtable, there were several points of discussion.
These included concerns about the backlogs at the Defense Con-
tract Audit Agency (DCAA) and challenges in transitioning tech-
nology to production from the Small Business Innovation Research
(SBIR) program. In addition, the roundtable discussed the need for
increased flexibility in cost and pricing. There was also discussion
about the International Trafficking of Arms Regulations (ITARs)
and the frustration associated with current export licensing re-
quirements.

The panel’s next roundtable event was held at the State Capitol
building in Honolulu, Hawaii, on January 9, 2012. The industry
roundtable included 10 industry participants. Points of discussion
included the SBIR program with recommendations to restructure
the program and improve transition assistance. In addition, several
participants commented on the acquisition system and processes
including the levels of bureaucracy and sole-source contracting.

The panel’s third roundtable event of 2012 was held in San
Diego, California at the Admiral Kidd Club, Naval Base Point
Loma. In addition to the panel Members, two additional Members
of the Committee on Armed Services, Congressman Duncan Hunter
and Congresswoman Susan Davis, joined the roundtable. There
were 18 industry participants in attendance. Among the issues dis-
cussed were the benefits to small business regarding congression-
ally-directed funding in increasing the market for technologies that
DOD may not know is available. In addition, the roundtable
touched on the issues pertaining to intellectual property rights of
small businesses, the risk-averse culture of DOD acquisition offi-
cials and the lack of flexibility in the acquisition process. Once
again, issues and challenges surrounding ITARs and the SBIR pro-
gram were presented to the panel.

The following industry roundtable was held on January 21, 2012
at the Florida Atlantic University’s MacArthur Campus in Jupiter,
Florida. The Small Business Committee Chairman, Congressman
Sam Graves, also attended the event. There were 21 industry par-
ticipants in this roundtable. During the roundtable, the issue of
consistency in workloading the industrial base was discussed. Sev-
eral participants suggested that the Department of Defense needs
to work with industry to provide a level workload to prevent incon-
sistencies and inefficiencies such as laying off and rehiring workers
and short-term contracts. Challenges with the Defense Logistics
Agency (DLA) and DCAA once again resurfaced at this event.

The final roundtable event of the panel was held on February 27,
2012. The roundtable had 16 industry participants. During the
event industry participants pointed out challenges with the DLA
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regarding accountability within the Agency as well as their ‘reverse
auctions’ program. Another item which several participants dis-
cussed was the need for incentive programs within the system to
receive a better product and a more efficient acquisition and pro-
curement process. In addition, Government Services Administra-
tion schedules, challenges gaining direct access to the customer,
and the prime contractor-sub contractor relationship challenges
were all discussed at the event.

The findings of the Panel were released in a final report on
March 19, 2012. Title XVI of the conference report accompanying
H.R. 4310, the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year
2013, addresses many of the panel’s recommendations.

(H.A.S.C. 112-94; H.A.S.C. 112-95; H.A.S.C. 112-99)

PANEL ON DEFENSE FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT AND
AUDITABILITY REFORM

On July 13, 2011, the committee organized a Panel on Defense
Financial Management and Auditability Reform pursuant to Com-
mittee Rule 5(a) to carry out a comprehensive review of the Depart-
ment of Defense’s financial management system. The review was
initiated to oversee the Department’s financial management sys-
tem’s capacity for providing timely, reliable, and useful information
for decision making and reporting. The panel was established for
an initial period of 6 months with the appointment set to expire on
January 13, 2012, but was extended to January 31, 2012.

During the 6-month period, the Panel on Defense Financial Man-
agement and Auditability Reform held eight hearings and two
briefings in support of its mandate to examine the Department of
Defense’s financial management system. The panel focused its ex-
amination on the Department of Defense’s Financial Improvement
and Audit Readiness (FIAR) strategy and methodology; the chal-
lenges facing the Department in achieving financial management
reform and auditability; financial management workforce com-
petency; and the Department’s enterprise resource planning (ERP)
system implementation efforts.

On January 24, 2012, the panel concluded its work with the
chairman of the panel presenting the panel’s findings and rec-
ommendations to the full committee. Immediately following the
chairman’s briefing, the committee received testimony on the De-
partment’s views of the panel’s report, to offer more detail on the
Department’s revised FIAR Plan for achieving an auditable State-
ment of Budgetary Resources by 2014 and to report on the status
of the Department’s efforts to achieve audit readiness on all finan-
cial statements by 2017.

As detailed elsewhere in this report, many of the panel’s rec-
ommendations were included in the National Defense Authoriza-
tion Act for Fiscal Year 2012 (Public Law 112-81) and in the con-
ference report accompanying H.R. 4310, the National Defense Au-
thorization Act for Fiscal Year 2013.

(H.A.S.C. 112-96)
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partment of the Air Force Aircraft Force Structure Reductions. July
12, 2012.

H.A.S.C. 112-141—Full Committee hearing on Disclosures of Na-
tional Security Information and Impact on Military Operations.
July 18, 2012.

H.A.S.C. 112-142—Full Committee hearing on Sequestration Im-
plementation Options and the Effects on National Defense: Indus-
try Perspectives. July 18, 2012.

H.A.S.C. 112-143—Subcommittee on Oversight and Investiga-
tions hearing on Withdrawal from Afghanistan: Historical Lessons.
July 18, 2012.

H.AS.C. 112-144—Subcommittee on Oversight and Investiga-
tions hearing on Afghan National Security Forces and Security
Lead Transition: The Assessment Process, Metrics, and Efforts to
Build Capability. July 24, 2012.

H.A.S.C. 112-145—Full Committee hearing on Back from the
Battlefield: DOD and VA Collaboration to Assist Service Members
Returning to Civilian Life. July 24, 2012.
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H.A.S.C. 112-146—Subcommittee on Emerging Threats and Ca-
pabilities hearing on Digital Warriors: Improving Military Capabili-
ties for Cyber Operations. July 25, 2012.

H.A.S.C. 112-147—Subcommittee on Readiness hearing on Civil-
ian Workforce Requirements—Now and Across the Future Years
Defense Program. July 26, 2012.

H.A.S.C. 112-148—Full Committee hearing on Sequestration Im-
plementation Options and the Effects on National Defense: Admin-
istration Perspectives. August 1, 2012.

H.AS.C. 112-149—Subcommittee on Readiness hearing on
United States Force Posture in the United States Pacific Command
Area of Responsibility. August 1, 2012.

H.A.S.C. 112-150—Subcommittee on Strategic Forces hearing on
Nonproliferation and Disarmament: What’s the Connection and
What Does that Mean for U.S. Security and Obama Administration
Policy? August 1, 2012.

H.A.S.C. 112-151—Subcommittee on Oversight and Investiga-
tions hearing on Afghan National Security Forces: Afghan Corrup-
tion and the Development of an Effective Fighting Force. August
2, 2012.

H.A.S.C. 112-152—Subcommittee on Oversight and Investiga-
tions hearing on Navy Shipbuilding and Impacts on the Defense In-
dustrial Base in a Time of Fiscal Uncertainty. September 11, 2012.

H.A.S.C. 112-153—Full Committee hearing on Operational Con-
tracting Support: Learning from the Past and Preparing for the Fu-
ture. September 12, 2012.

H.A.S.C. 112-154—Subcommittee on Tactical Air and Land
Forces hearing on F-22 Pilot Physiological Issues. September 13,
2012.

H.A.S.C. 112-155—Subcommittee on Military Personnel hearing
on Federal Voting Assistance Program. September 13, 2012.

H.A.S.C. 112-156—Subcommittee on Strategic Forces hearing on
Y-12 Intrusion: Investigation, Response, and Accountability. Sep-
tember 13, 2012.

H.AS.C. 112-157—Subcommittee on Oversight and Investiga-
tions hearing on Department of Defense Auditability Challenges.
September 14, 2012.

H.AS.C. 112-158—Full Committee hearing on Department of
Defense Plans for Sequestration: The Sequestration Transparency
Act of 2012 Report and the Way Forward. September 20, 2012.

H.A.S.C. 112-159—Full Committee hearing on An Update on the
Evolving Security Situation in the Democratic Republic of the
Congo and Implications for U.S. National Security. December 19,
2012.

PRESS RELEASES

FIRST SESSION

January 6, 2011—McKeon: New $78 Billion in Defense Cuts Is
a Dramatic Shift for a Nation at War

January 6, 2011—McKeon Supportive of New Troop Deployment
to Afghanistan

January 7, 2011—McKeon: Presidential Signing Statement Out
of Touch with Public Will to Keep Terrorists off American Soil
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January 8, 2011—McKeon Statement on Rep. Gabrielle Giffords

January 20, 2011—Armed Services Committee Leaders An-
nounce Subcommittee Membership for the 112th Congress

January 25, 2011—McKeon Statement on President’s State of the
Union Address

February 18, 2011—New Report on Maintenance Depots Wins
Bipartisan Praise

February 24, 2011—Armed Services Committee Leaders Com-
ment on Air Force Aerial Refueling Tanker Award

March 1, 2011—McKeon Testifies before the Administration
Committee on Armed Services Committee Budget for the 112th
Congress

March 7, 2011—McKeon Criticizes White House Executive Fiat
on Detainees

March 8, 2011—McKeon, Armed Services Members Introduce
Legislation regarding America’s Terrorist Prosecution and Deten-
tion Policies

March 20, 2011—McKeon Statement on Operation Odyssey
Dawn

March 22, 2011—McKeon Welcomes John Noonan to the House
Armed Services Committee Staff

March 24, 2011—McKeon Criticizes Pentagon Decision to Issue
Stop Work Order on Joint Strike Fighter Competitive Engine Pro-
gram

March 29, 2011—McKeon Statement on President’s Speech on
Libya Operations

April 4, 2011—McKeon Statement on Administration Decision to
Try 9/11 Co-Conspirators through Military Commissions Process

April 4, 2011—McKeon Statement Applauds West YouCut Pro-
posal

April 5, 2011—McKeon Statement Applauds Ryan Budget

April 13, 2011—McKeon Responds to White House Plan to Cut
$400 Billion from National Security Spending

April 15, 2011—McKeon Applauds Passage of Ryan Budget

April 28, 2011—McKeon on National Security Leadership
Changes within the Administration; Praises Gates for His Service

May 2, 2011—McKeon Statement on Death of Osama bin Laden

May 3, 2011—Military Personnel Subcommittee Chairman Re-
leases Details of National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal
Year 2012

May 3, 2011—Emerging Threats and Capabilities Subcommittee
Leadership Release Details of National Defense Authorization Act
for Fiscal Year 2012

May 3, 2011—Strategic Forces Subcommittee Chairman Releases
Details of National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2012

May 3, 2011—Bartlett Releases Details of National Defense Au-
thorization Act for Fiscal Year 2012

May 3, 2011—Seapower and Projection Forces Subcommittee
Chairman Releases Details of National Defense Authorization Act
for Fiscal Year 2012

May 3, 2011—Readiness Subcommittee Chairman Releases De-
tails of National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2012

May 5, 2011—McKeon Praises GE, Rolls Royce for Funding Joint
Strike Fighter Engine Without Taxpayer Support
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May 9, 2011—McKeon Releases Details about National Defense
Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2012

May 12, 2011—Armed Services Committee Overwhelmingly Ap-
proves Defense Authorization Bill

May 20, 2011—Former US Attorney General Lauds Affirmation
of the 2001 Authorization for the Use of Military Force

May 26, 2011—House Approves Defense Authorization Bill with
Bipartisan Support

May 30, 2011—McKeon Welcomes New Senior Military Leaders;
Praises Admiral Mullen for His Service

June 11, 2011—McKeon Presses Defense Department for Details
on Libya Operations

June 16, 2011—McKeon Statement on White House Libya Report

June 21, 2011—McKeon: Don’t Reverse Progress in Afghanistan

June 21, 2011—McKeon Congratulates Director Panetta on Con-
firmation

June 23, 2011—Armed Services Chairman Expresses Concern
over Afghanistan Drawdown

June 23, 2011—McKeon Statement on Recent Developments in
Afghanistan and the Proposed Drawdown of U.S. Forces

June 24, 2011—McKeon Releases Committee Activities Report
and Highlights Transparency Efforts

July 7, 2011—McKeon on 9th Circuit Don’t Ask Don’t Tell Ruling

July 12, 2011—Armed Services Committee Leadership An-
nounces Bipartisan Fiscal Management Panel

July 19, 2011—Republican National Security Leadership Calls on
Obama To Define Detainee Policy

July 30, 2011—McKeon Statement on Reid Plan and Defense
Cuts

August 1, 2011—McKeon Statement on the Debt Ceiling Com-
promise

August 24, 2011—China’s Increasing Assertiveness and Military
Capabilities a Growing Concern

September 12, 2011—Armed Services Committee Leadership An-
nounces Bipartisan Defense Business Panel

September 13, 2011—McKeon Statement for hearing on “The Fu-
ture of National Defense and the U.S. Military Ten Years After 9/
11: Perspectives from Outside Experts”

September 30, 2011—McKeon Statement on Death of Anwar al-
Awlaki Death

October 21, 2011—McKeon Statement on Withdrawal of U.S.
Combat Forces from Iraq

October 19, 2011—McKeon Hails Reid Pledge To Pass Defense
Bill

October 21, 2011—McKeon Statement on Withdrawal of U.S.
Combat Forces from Iraq

November 10, 2011—McKeon Thanks America’s Veterans

November 21, 2011— Chairman McKeon on the Joint Select
Committee and Sequestration

December 2, 2011—McKeon Statement on the Discontinuation of
Self-funded Development of F-35 Engine

December 12, 2011—Chairman McKeon Files NDAA’s Con-
ference Report
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December 14, 2011—McKeon hails passage of 50th National De-
fense Authorization Act

December 15, 2011—McKeon Statement on the End of American
Military Presence in Iraq

SECOND SESSION

January 2, 2012—McKeon Warns President’s New Defense Strat-
egy is “Lead From Behind”

January 24, 2012—Members Make Appeal to President to Re-
verse Damaging Sequestration Cuts to Our Military

January 26, 2012—McKeon Warns President’s Military Cuts are
Real and Dramatic

February 10, 2012—House Armed Services Committee Releases
Report on Risk Levels in the Release of Detainees from Guanta-
namo Bay

February 13, 2012—McKeon Statement on President’s 2013
Budget Submission

February 17, 2012—Thirty Four Members of Congress Express
Concern to President over Nuclear Reductions

February 17, 2012—McKeon Welcomes Congresswoman Speier to
Committee

February 21, 2012—Business Panel Meets to Discuss Challenges
Within the Defense Industry

March 20, 2012—Panel on Business Challenges Within the De-
fense Industry Releases Final Report on Doing Business with DOD

Mallrch 20, 2012—McKeon Comments on Republican Budget Pro-
posa

March 27, 2012—McKeon Comments on Israeli Missile Defense

March 29, 2012—McKeon, Smith Introduce Department of De-
fense Legislative Proposals for the FY13 National Defense Author-
ization Act

April 4, 2012—McKeon Comments on Referral of Charges for
KSM and other 9/11 Conspirators

April 13, 2012—McKeon Reacts to North Korean Missile Launch

AKXI 18, 2012—Subcommittee Markup Schedule for FY 2013
ND

April 25, 2012—Strategic Forces Subcommittee Mark Released

April 25, 2012—Emerging Threats and Capabilities Sub-
committee Mark Released

April 25, 2012—Seapower and Projection Forces Subcommittee
Mark Released

April 25, 2012—Military Personnel Subcommittee Chairman Re-
leases Mark for FY13 NDAA

April 26, 2012—Readiness Mark Released

April 26, 2012—Tactical Air and Land Forces Mark Released

May 1, 2012—McKeon Statement on the President’s Visit to Af-
ghanistan

May 3, 2012—Full Committee Markup Schedule

May 7, 2012—McKeon Releases Details about National Defense
Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2013

May 9, 2012—Fact Sheet: Small Business and the FY13 NDAA

May 10, 2012—McKeon Addresses Sequestration

May 10, 2012—Committee Overwhelmingly Passes the FY13 Na-
tional Defense Authorization Act
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May 11, 2012—McKeon Responds To Secretary Panetta’s Criti-
cism of Defense Bill

May 16, 2012—McKeon Floor Statement for General Debate on
H.R. 4310—FY13 NDAA

May 18, 2012—Chairman McKeon Statement on Final Passage of
H.R. 4310 the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year
2013

June 1, 2012—McKeon Accepts Prestigious Eisenhower Award

June 19, 2012—McKeon, Turner Joint Statement Regarding Re-
ports of Unilateral Reductions to U.S. Nuclear Weapons

June 25, 2012—McKeon Welcomes Congressman Barber to Com-
mittee

June 27, 2012—Armed Services Committee Formally Requests
OMB Testimony

June 29, 2012—HASC Republicans Demand Senate Action on Se-
questration In Letter to Senator Reid

July 11, 2012—Chairman McKeon Demands Answers on New
Defense Department Report Page Limit

July 12, 2012—McKeon Comments on Terrorist Transfer To
State Sponsor of Terrorism

July 16, 2012—McKeon, Turner Demand Answers on Adminis-
tration’s National Missile Defenses Shift

July 18, 2012—McKeon Statement on Passage of Sequestration
Transparency Act

July 23, 2012—Transforming TAP Needs to go the Extra Mile

July 23, 2012—McKeon Reacts to President Obama’s Abdication
on Defense Cuts

July 30, 2012—McKeon Responds to “Politically-Motivated”
Claim by Labor Dept on Sequester Layoffs

August 2, 2012—McKeon and Smith Statement on Armed Serv-
ices Committee Briefing on Sexual Assault Investigations at
Lackland Air Force Base

August 3, 2012—Chairman Buck McKeon and Chairman Lamar
Smith Comment on Iraq’s Decision to Release Ali Mussa Daqduq

August 7, 2012—Sequestration Transparency Act Signed into
Law

September 7, 2012—Chairman McKeon Statement on President’s
Decision to Ignore Sequestration Transparency Act Report Dead-
line

September 7, 2012—McKeon Statement on Haqgani Designation
as Foreign Terrorist Designation

September 11, 2012—McKeon Statement on Eleventh Anniver-
sary of the September 11, 2001 Attacks

September 12, 2012—Chairman McKeon Reacts to Tragic Events
in Libya

September 12, 2012—Chairman McKeon Comments on Violence
in Egypt and Libya

September 13, 2012—McKeon Statement on National Security
and Jobs Protection Act

September 13, 2012—McKeon Statement on Passage of National
Security and Jobs Protection Act

September 14, 2012—McKeon Statement on Sequestration
Transparency Act Report to Congress
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September 26, 2012—Chairmen Demand Answers from President
on Libya Terrorist Attack

October 1, 2012—McKeon Statement on Lockheed Martin’s deci-
sion not to issue layoff warnings in New York

October 10, 2012—Chairman McKeon Lauds Intelligence Com-
mittee’s Investigation into Chinese Telecommunications Companies

October 18, 2012—McKeon Asks Why Life Saving System Not
Deployed in Afghanistan

October 31, 2012—McKeon Presses White House on Response to
Terrorist Attack in Libya

November 9, 2012—Chairman McKeon Statement on Veterans
Day

November 16, 2012—McKeon, Rogers, Smith and Ros-Lehtinen
Statement on Release of Hezbollah Operative Ali Mussa Daqduq

November 28, 2012—McKeon Continues as House Armed Serv-
ices Chairman, Thornberry Named Vice Chairman

November 29, 2012—McKeon, Thornberry Comment on Feinstein
Amendment

December 12, 2012—McKeon Welcomes New and Returning
Members to the Armed Services Committee

December 12, 2012—Chairman McKeon on North Korean Long-
range Missile Launch

December 13, 2012—McKeon Names Armed Services Sub-
committee Chairmen for 113th Congress

December 17, 2012—Chairman McKeon on the Passing of Sen-
ator Daniel Inouye

December 18, 2012—Chairman McKeon Will File NDAA Con-
ference Report

December 20, 2012—Chairman McKeon Lauds Passage of 51st
National Defense Authorization Act
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